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FEDERAL ROLE IN CRIMINAL JUSTICE AND CRIME 
RESEARCH 

WEDNESDAY, JXIIIE 22,  1977 

U.S. HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES,  SUBCOMMITTEE  ON 
D0ME.STIC   AND   IKTERXATIOXAL   SCIENTIFIC   PLAN.\ING, 

ANALYSIS AND COOPERATION OF THE COMMITTEE ON 
SCIENCE AND TECHNOLOGY, AND SUBCOMMITTEE ON 
CRIME OF THE COMMITTEE ON THE JUDICIARY, 

Washington, D.C. 
The subcommittees met jointly at 9:06 a.m. in room 2237 of the 

Raybum House Office Building, Hon. John Conyers, Jr., and Hon. 
James H. Scheuer presiding. 

Present: Representatives Scheuer, Blanchard, Ertel, Pursell, 
Walker, and Asnbrook. 

StaflF present: Jonah Shacknai, Hayden Gregory, Leslie Freed, 
counsel; Robert Shellow, consultant. 

Mr. CONYERS. The joint hearing before the Subcommittee on 
Crime and Subcommittee on Domestic and International Scientific 
Planning, Analysis and Cooperation will come to order. 

We are very pleased to commence these joint hearings, 5 days worth, 
concerning the inner workings of the National Institute of Law En- 
forcement and Criminal Justice, which is the research arm of the Law 
Enforcement Assistance Administration. 

The Subcommittee on Crime, which I chair, has had legislative and 
oversight jurisdiction over LEAA since 1973. We held extensive hear- 
ings last spring to develop a bill that would restructure the agency in 
a way that criminal justice projects funded by the agency which were 
deemed successful would be replicated, and evaluation would become 
a tool utUized extensively. 

Congressional concern for the reported failures in the program 
reached a new height in 1976. The very existence of LEAA was 
endangered. 

Part of the concern of the Crime Subcommittee was about the 
operations of the Institute. 

The legislative mandate in 1968 for the Institute was to: 
(1) Make grants to public and private organizations for research 

demonstrations and special projects. 
(2) Undertake research to strengthen law enforcement. 
(3) Carry out research on crime causes and crime prevention. 
(4) Make recommendations to Federal, State, and local govern- 

ments. 
(5) Provide training. 
(6) Disseminate information and establish a research center. 

(1) 



Later amendments in 1973 and 1976 expanded the scope of the 
Institute, although not as far as to include a program of research into 
"civil justice" as was suggested by the Ford administration. 

When the most recent director, Gerald Caplan, appeared before the 
subcommittee last year to report on the Institute's progress, he had 
some very discouraging things to say: 

We have learned little about reducing the incidence of crime and have no 
reason to believe that significant reductions will be secured in the near future. 

The reason we don't do better in curing crime is that we don't know how. 

Unfortunately, Congress felt the same way. There was little to 
show after the expenditure of a large amount of funds. 

What we want to do in this month's hearings is learn why the 
present situation exists and determine what we can do to reverse the 
trend. 

During our previous hearings we heard suggestions by many people 
on how the Institute could be reorganized. 

One witness recommended a scholarly think tank absorbed with 
determining the causes of crime and developing ways of protecting 
society from poverty, unemployment, fear, and crime itself. 

That was Sarah Carey who suggested it be an independent agency 
separate and apart from the Department of Justice. 

The Twentieth Century Fund report recommended the LEAA 
Washington program be a "research entity" and action funds be 
distributed according to "special revenue sharing." 

The 1977 standard and goals report on criminal justice research 
development has developed guiding principles for research practices 
and approaches. 

ProDably the most important recommendations will be those we 
will hear in our upcoming hearings from the National Academy of 
Science's representatives themselves. 

We have pulled together for this set of hearings what I consider to 
be outstanding researchers, practitioners, former directors of the 
Institute, people in research agencies. Justice officials, and others to 
determine if there is to be a Federal role in criminal justice and crime 
research and precisely what it ought to be. 

I feel that crime is a reflection of poverty, unemplojonent, un- 
healthy environment, despair and lack of self-respect. 

A most distinguished ]udge, David Bazelon, with whom I had an 
opportunity, thanks to our cochairman, to speak with, recently made 
this observation. 

Of course the crime problem is neither illusory nor easy to solve. To the con- 
trary, the issues have become increasingly complex, and libertarians themselves 
frequently line up on both sides—(but)—there can be no criminal justice without 
social justice. Our last best hope is to seek out the causes of the criminal act. 
Tackling the causes of crime admittedly will not be easy. But total reliance on 
punishment is a superhighway leading to a cowpath. 

I hope that these hearings will have a more immediate result. Right 
now the Attorney General's task force to reorganize LEAA is de- 
veloping its report. All indications show a research entity for criminal 
justice is planned. 

I hope these hearings will lend congressional direction to the 
administration in its consideration of a new structure for the Institute. 



And I now introduce the cochairman of these hearings, the distin- 
guished gentleman from New York, and my colleague, Jim Scheuer, 
who has, with his staff, played a very primary role in lining up the 
witnesses and preparing for this analysis of the Federal role in criminal 
justice and crime research. 

Mr. Scheuer? 
Mr.  ScHEDEB.  Thank you very much,  Congressman Conyers* 

OPENING STATEMENT 

Mr. SCHEUER. I would like to welcome all of you here today. I am 
particularly pleased to be participating in these hearings on the 
Federal Role in Criminal Justice and Crime Research; the Sub- 
committee on Domestic and International Scientific Planning, 
Analysis, and Cooperation is conducting the hearings jointly with the 
Crime Subcommittee chaired by my distinguished colleague and 
friend from Michigan, Hon. John Conyers. Both subcommittees 
share a concern over the fate of the National Institute of Law En- 
forcement and Criminal Justice and, moreover, criminal justice and 
crime research as a whole. 

The issue of the National Institute of Law Enforcement and Crimi- 
nal Justice has been of interest to me for many years. It was Repre- 
sentative Bob McClory and I who introduced the floor amendments 
to the Omnibus Crime Control Act in 1968 that established the 
Institute. So, it is with special pleasure that I salute my good friend 
Mr. McClory today. 

Many people have charged that the National Institute has been 
little more tnan a dispenser of funds for programs and projects of 
questionable utility. Originally, it was hoped that the Institute 
would be a center for sound research which would lead to a better 
understanding of the basic causes of crime and the development of a 
method for crune control. 

It is the purpose of these hearings to determine whether, first, there 
is a Federal role in criminal justice and crime research, and if so, what 
should be the priorities of a Federal research program. In addition, 
we will conduct an examination of what surroundings would best 
accommodate a Federal research effort should such an effort be appro- 
Eriate. I fully expect that a detailed set of recommendations as to 

ow to improve criminal justice research at the Federal level, if 
needed, will evolve for these sessions. 

The timeliness of our joint hearings cannot be overstated. Presently, 
the Department of Justice under Attorney General Bell Ls evaluating 
the effectiveness of the entire Law Enforcement Assistance Admin- 
istration, an integral part of which is the National Institute of Law 
Enforcement and Cnminal Justice. Also, recommendations by an 
internal study group designated by Mr. Bell are due sometime during 
the course of these hearings. On the congressional side there are 
several Members who are working toward new legislation on LEAA 
and the Institute. Senator Edward Kennedy, long a leader in the 
criminal justice area, and the Senate sponsor of our 1968 floor amend- 
ment establishing the Institute, now has such legislation in the draft- 
ing stage. It is our hope in examining the above questions that we 
can aid the Attorney General in his deliberation over a possible 



reorganization of the Institute and can provide useful advice on any 
future legislation that will affect criminal justice research at the 
Federal level. 

It is important to note at this juncture that we have no precon- 
ceived conclusions as to how to restructure the National Institute. 
We are most fortunate to have a very distinguished group of witnesses 
to aid us, and I believe each of them will make a valuable contribu- 
tion to both our subcommittee considerations. 

With that, let me turn the mike back to our distinguished colleague. 
He has to make a plane, I understand. 

Mr. CoNYERs. Thank you very much. 
I want to indicate my complete agreement with the observations 

that you have made. 
Our witnesses this morning are four: Dr. Marvin Wolfgang, Dr. 

Stanton Wheeler, Justice Jack Day, and Dr. Lee Brown. 
Our first witness is, appropriately enough, Dr. Marvin Wolfgang, 

Professor of Sociology and Law, Director of the Center for Studies 
and Criminology, University of Pennsylvania; President of the Ameri- 
can Academy of Political and Social Science, and a distinguished 
author and researcher in this field. 

Dr. Wolfgang, we welcome you back to the Hill. 
Most of us have read and studied and listened to you across the 

years in this area. 
You have, from not one, but two committee chairman, gotten an 

indication of the direction in which we are moving, and we welcome 
you to proceed in your own way. 

Mr. ScHEUER. Before Dr. Wolfgang starts and I join in welcoming 
you, may I introduce the other C'ongressmen present? 

Congressman Walker from Pennsylvania. 
Congressman Blanchard from the State of Michigan. 
Congressman Ertel from Pennsylvania. 
Professor Wolfgang. 

TESTIMONY OF DR. MARVIN WOLFGANG, DIRECTOR OF 
CRIMINOLOGY, UNIVERSITY OF PENNSYLVANIA 

Dr. WOLFGANG. I am very gratified and honored to be asked to 
appear before these joint subcommittees that have joint intere.st in 
research of criminology and criminal justice. That there are such 
hearings as these is at once an acknowledgment that there have been 
problems and concerns with the management of research on crime 
and criminal justice, and, at the same time, a sensitivity to the style 
with which such research can be organized, stimulated and developed 
in the future. 

I have been asked to address myself to the question of whether there 
is, indeed, a significant role for the Federal Government in research 
on crime and criminal justice. 

My answer is, indeed, yes. 
To amplify that a bit, I might be somewhat specific. There are 

national .samples that are needed, there are demographic trends that 
require analysis, there are national regional differences to be discerned, 
there are controlled experimental groups to be tested in a variety of 
settings to determine the imiversality and transferability of findings. 



National, economic and race, sex, and social class need to be examined 
beyond the parochialism of the Chicago or atypicality of New York 
or Detroit. 

To study birth cohort such as we have done in Philadelphia, a 
study of 10,000 boys bom in 1945 and whose careers were followed 
up to age 18 and now in a followup study to age 30, can bring interest- 
ing career probabilities of delinquency and crime but we need to 
repeat, we need to replicate these studies, studies of that sort in 
different time and space dimensions. 

This requires a large scale and Federal enterprise. A Federal Govern- 
ment research institute can be free of allegiance to local, city, and 
State demands. 

Crime is a cultural, societal phenomenon that knows no state 
jurisdictional boundaries. 

Legally defined differences are not scientific differentials of criminal 
conduct or norm violation. Accounts of t4?rrori.sm are phenomena 
that transcend State codes and approach universal prohibitions. 
Injury to persons, theft and damage of property are condemned in 
all social codes of conduct over time. From Hammurabi to the model 
penal code of the American Law Institute. And over space from 
Washington to Peking. 

These are national issues. We need research that is beyond the 
political pressures of the city and State. Research scholars know no 
geographic boundaries and should be drawn and attracted to the 
funding of a national research institute. 

If each of us were wedded to the State constituency, for example, 
my colleagues in California, myself in Pennsylvania, we would be 
stifled by the perimeters and parameters imposed by State legislation, 
especially geared to try to solve State crime problems. 

Theprivate sector of support requires no such parochial limitations. 
The Ford Foundation, Russell Sage Foundation, the Twentieth 
Century Fund and other great foundations recognize the importance 
of transferable and universal applicability of research design and 
findings. 

But these foundations cannot match the kind of funding and other 
accoutrements of the large federal research institute. 

Social science in criminology and criminal justice should be recog- 
nized as national in scope. Pennsylvania alone could not have ac- 
complished in competition with Ohio the Apollo flights. This analogy 
does not fit in every way but the point I think is clear. There are 
criminal justice policy issues that are national in scope and are related 
to Federal constittitional concerns. The exclusionary rule, judicial 
sentencing, the viability of parole, racial discrimination in sentencing, 
jiuy selection, prosecutorial discretion, the allocation of priority in 
prosecution, diversions from the criminal justice system, decriminali- 
zation and the usual and unusual aspects of the death penalty and so 
forth are constitutional issues. There are not issties of concern to 
Columbus, Ohio, or Los Angeles. They concern the whole country 
and are social—and they concern our social contract with Government. 

Deterrents, rehabilitation, retribution, the just deserts model of 
punishment, these are of momentous national scope and require a 
national Federal research institute to fund, to study, to do research, 
a.s well as to coordinate and provide a clearing house to the extent of 
the information. 



We who are in research require, for example, the services of such 
organizations and a|?encies as the Bureau of the Census, the Depart- 
ment of Justice, Department of Labor, HEW and other agencies to 
provide national data. 

Corporate crime cannot be analyzed properly without resources 
of the Securities and Exchange, Federal Trade Commission, Depart- 
ment of Justice and so forth. 

On a few occasion.s I have had to trace the careers of criminals 
throudi their biographies and only with the help of the FBI and the 
fact that I had the support and funding of Federal agencies could I 
have done this task. And they have always cooperated well, indicating 
again, I think, the need for a central base for analysis. All of my 
colleagues abroad, in Denmark, Italy, Sweden, England, Japan, 
studied crime patterns within their national jurisdictions with na- 
tional support and thus I think we should here in the United States. 
A federally funded research institute can provide such opportunities 
to develop valid generalizable knowledge about crime, criminal be- 
havior and effectiveness of crime control methods and policies. A 
national research institute can develop the resources necessary to 
undertake research that is feasible within the national scope, but not 
feasible or appropriate at the State or local level. 

I have been asked to say a word or two about priority research as 
well. I would rather make some generic statements about specific 
topics. 

One of the most important things that I think about a national 
institute supporting research in crime and criminal justice is to allow 
for open or what I might call risk research, and not demand immedi- 
acy and immediate payoff. 

I think it is important to the research conmiunity that we be 
allowed to be flexiole and to permit the process commonly called 
serendipity to take place. 

We may begin at one point with a goal in mind and end up at quite 
another point. This is part of the process of accumulation of research. 

I would place in the top priority the importance of having more 
basic, what is commonly called basic research, research that may not 
in its inception appear to have any immediate kind of policy implica- 
tion or immediate kind of implementation. If I may, I refer again to 
my own work, two major pieces of research that I have been involved 
in over the last 15 years. One has been an attempt to measure the 
seriousness of crime, by a scale of subjective perception of crime. 

The other has been the—[Inaudible]—study. In neither case, did I 
or my colleagues have any particular social policy implication behind 
the research. We went to look at a longitudinal study of the prob- 
abilities of ever becoming an officially recorded delinquent or criminal. 

And yet I am pleased to say that many persons in applied fields 
have taken some of those findings and made much more policy im- 
plementation and inferences out of them than we ever anticipated. 
Applied research does not necessarily mean immediate results or 
even solutions to perceived problems. And these items I think should 
be included among the priorities of concerns about research. 

More specifically, a list of topics that I might present is of no sur- 
prise, I am sure. I would begin by reconamending more research and 
again I say more basic research on what are known as crimes of vio- 



lencB, street violence, family violence, and school violence. I am par- 
ticularly interested in seeing more longitudinal studies like the cohort 
project. Examining the careers of official criminality. More victimiza- 
tion surveys need to be done. As we know, the victim, surveys that 
have been conducted in the last several years have been inadequately 
analyzed. There is a tremendous amount of material there that needs 
to be analyzed in spite of some of the faulty ways in which some of the 
data were collected. 

Mr. ScHEUER. What additional research do you have in mind in 
terms of violent crime, street crime? What kind of research? 

Dr. WoLFaANO. Well, I think that we really don't have adequate 
information on the sequencing of offenders of violence. That is to say, 
we need to get a better handle on who is committing the crimes of 
violence and how frequently, how much time elapses between the 
commission of those crimes because I am increasingly convinced that 
it is a small cadre of people who are committing the nasty, ugly crimes 
of violence and so that it is more 100 people are committing many, 
many repeated crimes of violence, instead of 1,000 people committing 
only 1 act of violence. It is that kind of analysis I think that is needed 
to a great extent. 

And I think that will also then feed into understanding about 
perhaps what is commonly called incapitation, specific deterrents, the 
extent to which restraint and constraint of particular persons who are 
repeaters who have an effect on the crime rate. Or crime rate of 
violence. The whole area of criminal statistics, I think, needs to be 
better studied, particularly juvenile justice. 

Employee crime, corporate theft, white collar crime, sentencing 
procedures in general. Research, I think, could be extremely important 
m feeding into any sentencing commission that the Federal Govern- 
ment would establish, deterrents, rehabilitation of a noncohersive 
character and, of course, alternatives to imprisonment. 

These are only very general topics. So far as maintaining the quality 
and excellence of research, I would like to say that any institute under 
whose auspices or agencies  

Mr. ScHEUER. Excuse me. 
Recently there have been evaluations of various experiments and 

alternatives to incarceration and various kinds of rehabilitation in- 
volving education and release time, jobs, halfway houses, what not. 

Dr. WOLFGANG. Yes. 
Mr. ScHEUER. And the impression that I get is that none of them 

works verj^ well. Is this rather depressing conclusion a product of 
faulty research and evaluation, or is it a problem with the basic 
viability of the programs themselves? 

What do you conclude about the experience we have had over the 
last generation with alternatives to incarceration, various kinds of 
rehabilitation involving education and, as I said, halfway houses, 
release time, employment opportunities, and so forth? 

Dr. WOLFGANG. The last dozen years' research evaluating various 
kinds of intervention strategies has become increasingly sophisticated, 
more controlled comparison grou])s have been used, so tnat I have 
had and I think most of my colleagues have had increasing respect 
for the conclusions, rather than the old traditional anecdotes that 
John Jones did well when he got out of the institution. It is a rather 



dissolutioning statement and conclusion that the rehabilitation has 
not been successful. This conclusion has had a great impact, I think, 
in causing a turnaround in the general philosophy and rationale behind 
the entire correctional system. 

Mr. ScHEUER. Is that your conclusion? 
Dr. WoLFGAXG. Yes, it is. It is. And the—there have been probably 

more injustices such as disparities in sentencing that have occurred 
imder the so-called medical model and rehabilitative model than under 
a just deserts model. 

But this to me doesn't mean that rehabilitation doesn't e.xist and 
that—nor does it mean that we should abandon efforts to rehabilitate. 
And that is why I said  

Mr. ScHEUER. What does it mean? 
Dr. WoLFGA.NG. It moans that I think we should provide, I think 

the State in general should provide as many re—what we consider to 
be beneficial rehabilitative opportunities upon a noncohersive basis as 
possible because I think it is an obligation of society to provide those 
opportunities, job, vocational training, whatever psychiatric, social, 
therapeutic intervention that can be available to constricted offenders 
in and out of prison, but they should not be part of a cohersive system 
nor .should participation in them be viewed as a basis for determining 
the time of release. 

Mr. ScHEUER. Dr. Wolfgang, you are steeped in this material and 
I just see an occasional, fleeting piece of paper, whisk by my desk. 

It seems to me that one thing we have to learn in our society is not 
to treat our succe.sses and failures in the same way. We have done 
that too long. We have treated the successes of the poverty program, 
the Head Start program just the way we have treated the failures. We 
have treated the failures. We have to learn to distinguish and carve 
out a program with elements that produce failure and try to structure 
into them the elements that seem to produce success so that we apply 
what we have learned through our research. Have we learned anytmng 
from these various examinations of rehabilitation, alternatives to 
incarceration that will make us a little bit more selective in the kinds 
of rehabilitation and kinds of alternatives to incarceration that we 
plan in the future? Can you give us any clue as to, even though the 
results may be disappointing, to some elements that seem to be 
successful, are there some ingredients that seem to produce success, 
can we restructure some of the programs of the past to make them 
more productive and successful. What have we learned that we can 
apply? What have we learned that indicates where we should put in 
some further study and where we should fine tune our research 
efforts? 

Dr. WOLFGANG. It is not an easy question to answer, but the closest 
thing I think at least I come to a feeling comfortable with a conclusion 
about that is, that we are more likely to be successful with young 
subjects, young offenders. By young I mean in their early teens, mid- 
teens. There is some indication that working closely with young 
offenders provides a greater probability of success than working with 
adult, older adult offenders. 

Mr. ScHEUER. Do you mean middle teens as against late teens and 
twenties? 

Dr. WOLFGANG. Yes. 
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Mr. ScHETiER. You are saying by the time the young person gets 
to be 18, 19 or 20, the statistical probabilities of success in turning him 
or her around seem to be measurably less? 

Dr. WoLFGAXG. The probabilities of our directly causing any change; 
yes. 

Mr. ScHEUER. Yes. 
Dr. WOLFGANG. There are changes that have occurred by a kind of 

spontaneous remission. The aging process itself takes over. 
Mr. ScHEUER. Yes. 
Dr. WOLFGANG. And has an effect, of course. So it is young. 
Second, the—despite all of the refined therapeutic communities 

efforts to work with minds and to alter behavior, the more simple 
process of finding employment and providing steady jobs, which we 
all think in our street wisdom and folk wisdom anyway is important, 
seems to have a greater to hire association with success than crime-free 
life in a period of time than almost any other. 

Mr. ScHEUER. Are you saying that a group of 16-year-old kids, if 
you take a control group of kids for whom we have provided jobs, 
perhaps with Government as the employer of last resort, some kind of 
Eublic service jobs, and a comparable group of kids from comparable 

ackgrounds who don't have jobs, that the group of kids who have had 
jobs are far less likely to get involved in crime as a way of life? 

Or are you saying that if we take a bunch of kids 16 years old, all of 
whom have been involved in violent crime, and who have bumped up 
their heads against the criminal justice system, and give half of them 
public service jobs and do other things \vith the other half, that the 
half that gets public service jobs are likely to—more statistically 
likely to turn around? 

Dr. WOLFGANG. It would be my hypothesis; yes. 
Mr. ScHEUER. The latter that }ou are talking about? 
Dr. WOLFGANG. Yes. 
Mr. ScHBUER. I would strongly believe it is the former also. It 

could be both. 
Dr. WOLFGANG. It could be both; correct. 
Mr. ScHEUER. Take a 16-year-old kid and give him a job and give 

him some bread to take home every week. 
Dr. WOLFGANG. The job is important, but it is important to define 

that job as one having some impact on the self-image and dignity of 
the person. 

If it is simply a task, a menial task that goes nowhere, it is much less 
likely to have impact. 

If it is a boring menial job one can expect to stay in, if there is no 
opportunity for movement, social mobility, nothing to look ahead 
into, nothing that permits one to get a stake in society, then that job 
isn't going to have much of an effect. 

Mr. ScHEUER. Yes. 
Dr. WOLFGANG. I was going to say something else about the main- 

taining of the quality and excellence of research, if I may. 
A research institute must have internal integrity. Internal integrity 

and respect of the research community. 
The Institute in the past has been troubled in this regard because of 

pressure for immediacy and crime solving perspectives. 
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The Institute has not had independence and has been burdened by 
the requirement to provide a delivery service system, technical 
assistance, and evaluation of such services, things that I think a 
research institute should not be burdened with. 

There is need for sustained research commitments and agreements 
by such a national institute. 

By sustained, I am referring to the 5-year research agreements that 
my colleague Stanton Wheeler can talk more about. 

It is extraordinarily important to recognize efficiently that research 
is not a hurry up process, and requires time. 

There has not been a proper peer review system of proposals, a 
system of external members of the research community like NIMH, 
like the process of NIMH, to screen proposals for their scientific 
merit. 

I emphasize that we must avoid the hurry up character of 
monitoring. 

Crime is a condition that will not be removed or reduced by a simple 
singular approach. 

There are to many uncontrolled barriers. 
There are so many dangers in the Federal program that we should 

also take cognizance of. 
A rigid overfocused narrowly defined scope I would consider a 

danger. I mean it is a dangerous possibility. 
When there is a contract system that begs for people to do something 

and offers the carrot of funding without giving sufficient freedom of 
researchers to select their own areas of interest, I consider this 
dangerous. 

To impose rather than to solicit research can be a danger that 
restricts rather than generates creative pioneering research ideas. 

Research is an exciting experience when there is freedom to pursue 
hypotheses through the testing procedures, but overcontrol and 
excessive bureaucratizing of the power to give funds can stifle that 
drama, can politicize the process and reduce the integrity of objectivity 
which is so essential to science. 

Finally, in terms of any structuring of a national institute, again 
I would rather speak in terms of generic attributes rather than making 
specific recommendations. 

Independence, autonomy, are necessary, I think, in whatever 
character focus an institute might have. But it should have, as the 
panel of the National Academy of Science has been saying, final 
authority, signoff authority, by the director of the institute. 

The director, I think, should have a research orientation and 
perhaps best if he had research experience. 

A research institute should be separated from mission oriented 
agencies, separated from technical assistance, separated from de- 
livery systems. 

It should have the capacity to build up its own constituency Mdth 
special development of linkages with the research community. 

The past history of the Institute has sadly lacked in most of its life 
that kind of support and linkage with the research community. 

I tion't mean simply academic community, but to a great extent 
that part of it. 
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It may be that a kind of pluralism is something that should be 
considered. Pluralism in the aJlocation and distribution of the funds 
that the Institute in the past has enjoyed. 

I personally would be in favor of augmenting to some extent the 
fimds of the Center of Criminal Delinquency at the National Institute 
of Mental Health, but not heavUy. 

I think that some funding should be added to the National Science 
Foundation. In what branch or division, I am not prepared to say, but 
there is a kind of research the National Science Foundation does that 
is different from the NIMH and certainly different from the Depart- 
ment of Justice. 

Mr. ScHEUER. How do they diflFcr and how should they differ? 
Dr. WOLFGANG. Well, they do differ, and perhaps shouldn't differ, 

perhaps as a convergence of those two. 
NIMH continues to have emphasis on mental health and the re- 

search that is done on delinquency in crime always has as an under- 
lying rationale its relationship to the mental health community. 

This doesn't preclude their doing "basic research." 
National Science Foundation doesn't have that kind of a mandate 

and is broader in scope, at the same time can sponsor I think with 
relative ease and without any pressures to—either of time or policy— 
to the basic research of a wide character. 

That there is some overlapping is certainly true, and I think that, 
too, may be good because these agencies can engage in joint sponsoring 
of the same research. 

To what extent the institute or an institute or a program of research 
in criminal justice should be in the Department of Justice, I am not 
clear about. 

I suppose there is adequate justification for it, but the record of 
researcn under the auspices of the Department of Justice has not been 
a very good one. 

There has not developed a close relationship to the academic re- 
search community. 

And I am not convinced that the continued directorship under 
lawyers, as much as I admire the legal guild and do research with the 
legal guild, I am not convinced that they are that thoroughly oriented 
to research needs. 

And, finally, I would support the desirability of the statutorily ap- 
proved advisory board composed of researchers and practitioners, 
perhaps to help in the allocation, pluralistic allocatipn and distribution 
of funds and to set the policy needs. 

Thank you very much. 
Mr. CoNYERs. Thank you for your statement. 
It seems to me that it is a beginning point for us to go a little bit 

further. Dr. Wolfgang. 
And in saying further, I mean beyond these hearings. 
What we are doing is trying to explore, first of all, where the research 

institute should land in this whole Federal panorama, and in what 
fonn. 

And I think in general outline you have shaped some directions. 
The first question that occurs to me is whether or not it should re- 

main in LEAA or in fact should be removed outside of it, and have 
some tangential relationship to the Department of Justice. 

94-028—77 2 
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Haveyou thought in that kind of specificity yet? 
Dr. WoLFOANQ. I would opt for the latter, a tangential relationship 

if LEAA still exists, and a relationship that should be maintained at the 
discretion of the Institute rather than by the pressure of LEAA. 

But I think the history, as you will hear more, of the Institute is 
such that it suggests independence as the betterpath. 

I think w^e should also recognize that the Federal Government, 
that we, in the United States, are still struggling. 

We are still at the nascency of that kind of massive funding for 
research in this field. 

We shouldn't be too self-whipping in the matter. The history of 
these two hasn't been that long. We are still learning, I think, how 
organizationally and structurally it might better be done. 

But I think most of us who have examined the institute closely are 
convinced that it has not served the research interest, it has not 
provided us with cumulative research knowledge to build upon in any 
organized way under the—I mean the structure that it has lived. 

Therefore, I would recommend seriously a more independent, au- 
tonomous structure for the institute. 

I am not suggesting an independent corporation, entirely inde- 
pendent, because that, too, has its problems in developing appropriate 
connections and linkages with different organizations. 

By linkages, for example, I mean, as my colleague from NIMH, 
Dr. Shaw, would probably tell you, that NIMH has developed a 
history of good relationships with medical schools, with sociology 
departments, with institutes, and centers such as mine at the Uni- 
versity of Pennsylvania. But not with prosecutore, not with police, 
not with too much in corrections. 

And it takes time to build up the kind of cooperative spirit, recep- 
tivity, between an agency and the persons who are being funded. 

Mr. CoNYERS. I like your description. 
Finally, let me ask you: Do you see any important distinctions 

that ought to be made between applied as opposed to pure research 
as we generally understand those terms? 

For example, would we want to separate out the question of whether 
the two-man patrol car works better than the one-man patrol car? 

Should those be kinds of questions that are separated out from 
this NIMH kind of criminal justice research arm, or could it be 
worked within it? 

Dr. WOLFGANG. I know what you are driving at, and the distinc- 
tion between pure and applied is very fuzzy, hazy today. 

Probably the example you gave is a clear one of applied r&search. 
I think part of the general characterization of applied research is 

the specificity of the problem and the probability of getting an 
immediate, nearly immediate kind of response and answer to that 
problem. 

As we look at the etiology of delinquency and the relationship 
between business cycle and crime or homicide and social class, these 
are issues that take a long time to answer and there is no immediate 
problem. 

Yes, there is some distinction and I think that the one-man versus 
two-man police cars is not—I would not generally a.ssign any high 
priority to that in national—^in a national research institute. 
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I think that survey kinds of projects, high-order specificity prob- 
lems, operational, managerial in character, can and should be done 
under the Department of Justice and perhaps with some section, 
branch, division, of a larger institute. 

But it would not have a top jmority in my allocation of important 
things to do in research. 

As I indicated before with the cohort study, and foi^ive my being 
personal, so is the study measuring the seriou-sness of crime, it had no 
immediate application. 

We took a thousand subjects, police officers, juvenile court judges, 
an urban group of students, and asked them to assign numbers from 
above zero and less than infinity to a list of offense descriptions that 
we gave them. 

We produced a ratio scale. Crimes can be scaled, and even murder 
is not infinitely precious, and people do assign numbers. 

As you would imagine, murder and rape have the highest numbers. 
Now, we had no immediate application nor did we have any thought 

to applied research. It was an interesting social psychological piece of 
knowledge we were after. 

Now, we have been asked by LEAA to do the same thing—that was 
12 years ago—to do the same thing on a national basis. And we are 
doing it now. 

In July 30,000 households will be entered by surveyers because 
many judges have been a.sking for a scale of crime ranked by serious- 
ness; legislators have asked me about it and so forth. So that there 
is an application that now exists with something that previously was 
viewed b}' us and by people who are sponsoring the research as basic 
and pure research. 

One never really knows what will happen with a piece of research. 
Mr. ScHEUER. I wasn't going to ask any further questions, but 

what are they going to do with this information after they get the 
ranking? 

What significance will it be? 
Dr. WoLFo.\NG. Do you mean what applied significance? 
The assumption is that it can be used for producing a better, for 

one thing, a better index of crime than the current crime index that 
the FBI uses because the—^because with seriousness scores attached 
to the ingredients of knowledge and death particularly, we can pro- 
duce a weighted rate of crime. 

Robbery is treated the same by the FBI whether it is a serious 
armed highway robbery that sends somebody to the hospital for 3 
weeks or a twisting of the arm by one child of another in a schoolyard. 

That is one thing. 
The allocation of police manpower resources, the guides to the 

sentencing practices of the judiciary, guides to providing a scale of 
sanctions in new penal codes, and so forth. 

Mr. CoNYERS. Thank you. 
May I recognize now the gentleman from Ohio, Mr. Ashbrook, for 

questions. 
Mr. ASHBROOK. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
Following up this seriousness of crime, is Federal money being 

spent for that? 
Dr. WOLFGANG. Yes. 
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Mr. AsHBROOK. Is that a project? 
Dr. WOLFGANG. Yes. 
Mr. AsHBROOK. How much money is being spent on that? 
Dr. WOLFGANG. Our budget is approximately $250,000. 
Mr. AsHBROOK. $250,000 to find out the seriousness of crime? 
I would have to say I am a little skeptical. 
Your one statement—you said it was an interesting sociological 

and psychological piece of information we are after. I might agree 
with that. 

But I just wonder what real relevance that has to us as legislators. 
Dr. WOLFGANG. Well, I could expand on it if you wish and on the 

remarks I have already made about the extent to which having the 
subjective perception of the public, the public sentiments about the 
decrease of seriousness of various kinds of crime it seems to me is 
important to all legislators. 

Mr. AsHBROOK. I doubt that we have to spend $250,000. 
We talk to people every day and I think we get a pretty good idea 

of what the seriousness of crime is. 
Dr. WOLFGANG. NO, it is not how serious crime is in the United 

States, but how serious a robbery is compared to an automobile theft 
or a drug violation, in comparison with a bicycle theft and so forth. 

It seems to me that we—just talking to people doesn't provide that 
kind of information. 

Mr. AsHBROoK. Basically that is what you are doing, isn't it; just 
talking to people? 

Dr. WOLFGANG. But we are talking to people and getting system- 
atic responses. 

Mr. AsHBROOK. That makes it different, I guess. 
Dr. WOLFGANG. I think systematic responses that are analyzed 

carefully and with a large number of people in a random representa- 
tive sampling of households in the United States does make a 
difference. 

Mr. AsHBROOK. I notice you have a project, the death penalty 
and discretion in the criminal justice system, you were referring to 
it, cost $147,000. 

Just for my edification, could you tell me where that $147,000 went? 
Dr. WOLFGANG. It went into mainly to persons, personnel, research 

director, and research assistants on the project. 
Mr. AsHBROOK. I notice you report, or the study evidently con- 

cluded in October 1976, is there a report available on that? 
Dr. WOLFGANG. The report is being typed now and it should be 

available the end of the month. 
Mr. AsHBROOK. I see your name on here, the project director. 

Can you tell me anything that is going to be valuable to me that will 
come out of that report? 

Dr. WOLFGANG. The purpofe of that project, which is to look at 
the jurisdictions of New York, Massachusetts, and Washington, D.C., 
as the last jurisdictions that had mandatory death penaltjs was to 
determine whether there is significant differences in the sentences of 
death during a mandatory versus a discretionary' period. 

We know that there have been important studies that have shown 
racial discrimination is an important variable in the sentencing of 
people to death in this country on discretionary sentencing policies. 
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At the time we started that research it appeared to the community 
•of lawyers and social scientists who were interested in the death 
penalty that there was a high chance, strong likelihood, hat manda- 
tory statutes were going to be passed in many of the State legislatures 
and we wanted to have some kind of research experience with manda- 
tory, the history of mandatory, sentencing to be available to persons 
who were making the decisions of that sort. 

Mr. AsHBROOK. Is this the first time you had studied that or has 
that been an area of interest to you before? 

Dr. WOLFGANG. Mandatory sentencing? 
Mr. AsHBROOK. The general area of the death penalty and what you 

are talking about. 
Dr. WOLFGANG. Yes; the general area of the death penalty has been 

of interest to me. 
Mr. AsHBROOK. Has been of interest? 
Dr. WOLFGANG. Yes; it has been something with which I have been 

professionally involved. 
Mr. AsHBROOK. Did you find out anything you didn't know before? 
Dr. WOLFGANG. I found out some thiiigs that I did not know in such 

systematic and scientifically supported form before. That is to say, 
many people have said that the death penalty is meted out in racially 
discriminatory fashion. 

Now, it is one thing to say that and to think that this does indeed 
occur or to give some anecdotal experience. But it is quite another 
thing to amass data, systematically analyze, and under the best 
rubrication of scientific cfata and produce such a finding. 

Thus we did, as a matter of fact, when we examined sample counties 
in the Southern States, this was before the Fermin decision, and over a 
20-year period, and collected data on hundreds of cases, thousands, 
several tnousands of cases, from Texas up to Maryland, and provided 
a statistical analysis which showed that among 28 variables that we 
looked at, prior record, employment history, age, and so forth, the 
only significant variable that emerged as being statistically related to 
the probability of being given a death sentence was when a black 
raped a white. 

These States were chosen because rape was a capital crime in all of 
the Southern States. That kind of information may have been thought 
to have existed, but not until one goes through a systematic scien- 
tifically controlled study as adequately as one can ami since you can't 
experiment and do quasi-experiment, do we have a sufficiently firm 
knowledge base. 

Mr. AsHBROOK. Well, I would say I read almost all that from 
people that didn't charge anything. 

I read an article in the paper just last week, told how many were 
in death row, how many were blacks, how many were Hispanic 
Americans, rich, poor, analyzed them. It was done by a reporter at 
no cost to us. I am not so sure that that has really added that much. 

Dr. WOLFGANG. Having a list of people who are in death row by 
race or ethnic origin doesn't say one thing about discrimination. 

Mr. AsHBROOK. Well, I don't know—I would like to read your 
report. I see these huge amounts of money going out, and I think I 
agree with the chairman. I would be hard pressed to know whether 
this $34 million has really ended up in any basic benefit to those of us 
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who are legislating. I woiJd have to be listed as one who is a very 
strong critic of this program. 

I would like to see your report, but maybe—you know you haven't 
really answered anything that I think will—specific answer to my 
question, naming anything that would really help. Maybe there will 
De in that report. I won't judge until I see it, but if there is it will be 
one of the first. 

Dr. WOLFGANG. The very first. 
Mr. AsHBHOoK. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
Dr. WoLFOAXG. I think it would be useful, Mr. Chairman, if 

legislators on the Federal and State and local level would have more 
communication with research community to let us know what, indeed, 
they think would be of value to know that they don't already know. 

Mr. AsHBROOK. Can we ever do this without paying for it? 
I mean is there any communication that they make available, this 

is for us, without coming in and asking for $^300,000 or $400,000? 
I am kind of interested in whether there is a research community out 
there that works or whether it is just out after grants. 

Dr. WOLFGANG. Well, just as Congressmen are paid, I think re- 
searchers should bepaid. 

Mr. CoNTBRS. We are back now, gentlemen, to the free lunch and 
whether there is any such thing. 

But I am hopeful that my colleague from Ohio will indeed keep an 
open mind about the vaUdity and appropriateness of some of the 
kmds of research, because this is really one of the objectives of these 
joint hearings. 

Might I turn now to our colleague from Michigan? 
Mr. ScHEUER. I have some questions. 
Mr. CoNYERs. Oh, I thought you had used up almost all of your 

time, Mr. Cochairman. 
All right. 
Mr. ScHEUER. Thank vou, Mr. Chairman. 
Mr. CoNYERji. I would be very happy to jield to the cochairman 

of the committee. 
Mr. ScHEUER. Thank you. 
Let's confine our thinking a little bit on where this theoretical 

research ought to be placed. I take it, I don't want to put words in 
your mouth, that you feel that applied research could well be with 
mission-oriented agencies or as Congressman Conyers said, whether we 
have to-officer cars or one, or how to improve bullet proof vests or 
improving police commimications, the court process, instantaneous 
assignment of police investigation, that that kind of research can be 
done   in the mission-oriented agencies. 

Now, as to theoretical research, the kind of more abstract questions 
you are talking about, should it be left in LEAA? 

Another possibility is taking it out of LEAA and putting it under 
the jurisdiction of an Assistant Secretary. 

The Justice Department, I think, is the only Federal agency that 
does not have an R. & D. capability under the jurisdiction of an 
Assistant Secretary. So, we would have an Assistant Attorney General 
under that option, in charge of theoretical R. & D. 

A third option would be placing it outside of the Justice Depart- 
ment in some kind of a Presidentially appointed entity like the Na- 
tional Academy of Sciences or the National Science Foundation. 
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A fourth possibility would be making it an independent nonprofit 

entity comparable to the Urban Institute or as the Defense Depart- 
ment has established, a nonprofit entity, known as IDA, Institute for 
Defense Analysis, of which they are the sole chent, and not subject 
to Civil Service regulations so they can afford to pay people for a month 
or 6 months without regard to Civil Service. 

So, there are three or four options there for the theoretical research 
structures. 

Do any of them tickle your imagination? Do any of them seem to 
you to be ripe for this mission? 

Dr. WOLFGANG. I had thought when I was asked this question 
privately, I had thought of defense analysis as a possible model. I had 
some contact with them during the life of the President's Crime Com- 
mission and I think one of the witnesses who will testify, Professor 
Bloomstein, was working at the time he was asked to be—working in 
IDA  

Mr. ScHEUER. Yes, he was also working in IDA a year or two 
before that when I was putting together legislation on the National 
Institute and he was of enormous help to me. Dr. Blumstein helped 
me structure the legislation. 

The big argument was whether to leave this research fund in the 
Justice Department and get that support and cooperation or whether 
to place it outside of the Justice Department, in what we expected 
would probably be a more hostile environment for pure research, but 
where we might have the opposition not only of J. Edgar Hoover, but 
of the Attorney General, too. 

We finally opted to include them in. We put in it the Justice Depart- 
ment to get their support. Of course, we still had the determined 
opposition of both the Director of the FBI and then Attorney General 
Ramsey Clark. So we really achieved nothing by this compromise. 

You would feel after a decade of history that the IDA model makes 
the most sense. 

Dr. WOLFGANG. I think so. I think the IDA model or the other one 
you mentioned, something like the National Academy of Science, 
with the specific appointment by the President. 

Mr. ScHEUER. ^ es. 
One last question and then I would yield to my three colleagues. 
Do you favor an overall comprehensive single, let's say, theoretical 

agency apart from the mission-oriented research, or do you like the 
idea of having a little diversity and perhaps a little overlapping? 

Dr. WOLFGANG. I would prefer diversity. 
Mr. ScHEUER. Yes. So you would say OK, go ahead and set it up 

in an IDA type setting or NSF type setting but leave the National 
Institute for Juvenile Delinquency alone and let them do their thing 
and wherever else seemingly useful research is being clone, don't 
attempt to blanket it all under one umbrella. 

Dr. WOLFGANG. That is correct. The closest analog I have to that 
is what I know and it is not terribly comprehensive. In the Soviet 
Union the all-Soviet Institute of Criminal Science which is the abbre- 
viated term for that organization, is monolithic, and it—and I know 
a little bit about the history of Soviet criminology, having just super- 
vised a dissertation on that topic from the time of the Revolution, 
that it gets—that it does not provide for the kind of diversity, diversion 
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ments that one had not anticipated previously. 

Now, that may be partly a function of the fact that it is, that the 
Soviet Union has more of a doctrinary position politically. But I 
think it is also due to the fact that it is just one organization that 
dominated the thinking and policy. 

Mr. ScHEUER. Now, I would yield to my colleague from Michigan 
and. Congressman Pursell, why don't you and I go over to vote now 
so by the time we get back Congressman Blanchard might be finished 
with his questioning. 

Mr. BLANCHARD. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
In Congreas, we have two large groups of outspoken critics of this 

Federal research into crime. One group indicates tnat they know what 
the answers are, which are that if people are employed and productive 
they won't commit crime, therefore, we look at "underlying social 
causes." 

Another group feels that by taking a more traditional law enforce- 
ment point of view crime can be effectively combatt«d. 

From what I have seen of both these groups are not very receptive 
to Federal funding of research in the crime area, pure or applied. I 
take it that you don't really think a major sustained research effort 
on criminality has really ever been made. 

Dr. WOLFGANG. That is correct. 
Mr. BLANCHARD. At least on the national level. I tend to accept 

that, but I am concerned that if we separate the research function 
from applied technology we would find no one listening to the results 
of the research. 

I haven't heard too many instances where good research has been 
transferred to everyday use, and I know that the police officials in 
my area are very cynical of criminal justice institutes and programs. 

How do you suggest we handle this? 
Dr. WOLFGANG. Well, I think there is a different function between 

doing research and disseminating research findings and information. 
I think the utilization of research should be done independently by a 
different group, different people. 

The promotion of research should not be done by the researchers 
themselves. The tradition of the academy of knowledge has been to 
avoid that because it smacks of a self-agrandizement and it is not the 
business of being in the promotional end of it. I think promotion and 
utilization dissemination of research is an extraordinarily important 
enterprise that has been inadequately addressed by our society in 
general and particularly by the Federal Government. 

I think special cadres of people should be assigned to that task alone. 
WTiat happens is that NIMH, NSF and particularly in the other agen- 
cies that do research, various kinds of scientific research simply don't 
have the capabilities of disseminating the research findings of their 
grantees. 

Mr. BLANCHARD. Are you aware of any research, or substantial 
research, in the area of how you get the participants in the criminal 
justice system to accept data which might directly conflict with their 
widely shared views? 

What if we conclude that a massive gim control program would 
really help? There are those who believe that who do not feel a need 
for further research. 
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Dr. WOLFGANG. Well, that is more than simply the people in the 
criminal justice community. That is the entire country. I don't have 
an easy answer, a ready answer to the—to how to get the hundred 
million guns in the United States out of circulation. That is a different 
kind of public education activity. 

But there are, it seems to me, that there are ways in which the, let 
us say, superintendents of correctional institutions, the judiciary, 
members oi the State and Federal judiciary can be informed about 
research findings that are directly relevant to their concerns. I have on 
many occasions talked to groups of judges, sentencing institutes, and 
have spoken about various kinds of sentencing studies that have been 
made. They show a vast interest in this kind of research because it is 
directly relevant to what they are doing. 

I find that the police, judiciary and correctional people are increas- 
ingly sensitive to what is being done. One of the troubles is that they 
don't have sufficient time to read. 

Mr. BLANCHARD. There are a lot of people, of course, who feel that 
all the studies and research up to now have not really yielded any bene- 
ficial or substantial results. 

But I take it that although your specialty is the criminal justice area 
you have dealt with other forms of social research. I am wondering if in 
your opinion research in the area of crime has been any less productive 
than research in other areas, for example housing or mental illness. 

We have spent a lot of money in other areas, too, and I haven't seen 
results. 

Dr. WOLFGANG. I think education is a good example, too. No, I 
would agree with the implications of your remarks. 

Mr. BLANCHARD. I guess my question is whether something unique 
about the area of criminal research makes it less productive. 

Dr. WOLFGANG. I don't think it has been less productive than those 
other areas, I would agree, nor have we been any less or more successful 
in intervening in the lives of people than a lot of these other areas have 
been. 

Mr. BLANCHARD. Would it be safe to say that much of the Federal 
funded research conducted up to now directly or indirectly has at least 
Erovided some data base m order to better understand what is 

appening. 
Dr. WOLFGANG. Yes, I think there is the beginning of a data base 

being constructed. For example, through projects of careers of of- 
fenders, data has been collected nationally that can be of some use but 
we are still in very limited and beginning stages. 

There are projects and I don't have a catalog of them with me but 
there are projects, I think, that have been supported by the—by these 
in recent years that will have some payoff, some utility in the years to 
come. I think there is a lot of the research, and I almost wish to put 
research in quotes, that has been supported by the Institute since in- 
ception that has been of extremely mediocre character, and probably 
much of it should not have been supported in the first place. 

But I, my suspicion is that the proportion of good research spon- 
sored has increased over time. 

Mr. BLANCHARD. I am going to put our subcommittee in short recess. 
I think I have 3 or 4 minutes. 
[Recess.] 
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Mr. ScHEUER. Congressman Pursell of Michigan, the ranking minor- 
ity member of our committee who has made such a very great contri- 
bution to our committee's work and in particular about putting these 
hearings together. 

ConCTessman Pursell. 
Mr. FuRSELL. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
Just one brief question and then Congressman Walker has a couple 

questions. 
In respect to research in the criminal field, those of us who have 

been sort of on the front line, former local official. State senator and 
so forth, I find law enforcement people have a tendency to ignore 
basic research in the field. I'm really not so sure that the problem is 
the issue of research in itself, it's the relationship and how it's used 
and applied with the local law enforcement people after it's completed. 

I find people at the professor level in umversities—and I rej)resent 
three umversities in my district, one of which is the largest in the 
country, the University of Michigan—that they seem to be very 
aloof from local problems. They say, as you have stated, that this 
research can't be done at the local level or State level; it's a national 
kind of a research posture that we take, and we tend to get away from 
that. 

I was wondering, from a practical standpoint, how you can take 
the research that we do here at the national level, by people like your- 
self, and hold appropriate workshops, run the tests or pilot programs 
in the local community to get a better understanding, and have a 
give and take between the frontline people and people like yourself 
who are at the university level. 

There just seems to be that major gap that—confrontations that 
are not held. It's an easy way to avoid basic research and basic facts 
that local law enforcement people ought to have and people on the 
other side ought to have the input from what is happening on the 
frontline that doesn't show up in research. 

I would like you to comment on that, briefly. 
Dr. WOLFGANG. Well, I agree with you that that is a gap. And as 

I said before, it's—I think with the research commumty and the 
professors are not well-prepared to fulfill. If they were to enter into 
that kind of activity then there would be a diminution in the time 
you would have available for research. 

I think researchers are willing to enter into discussions and to do 
some promotions, but I think special emphasis and perhaps special 
academy people should be enlisted with appropriate fundmg to do 
that kind of Imking up of research and researchers with the particular 
targets that are most likely in the criminal justice system to benefit 
and utilize research findings. In business and industry there are sci- 
entists who are working m laboratories and there are—there is a 
promotional staff and there is advertising and there are salesmen. 

So, there is a division of labor that I think is important in this area, 
as well. 

To call the professoriate community as aloof is at once pejorative 
and on the other hand a fair and perhaps fair description of what it 
should be. 

There is a certain value that I think researchers have in not being 
too close to the daily operation of the system. We need to stand out^ 
side and function that kind of Socratic gadfly way, be able to criticize 
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and evaluate with the degree of detachment that is traditional in this 
country. 

Mr. PuRSELL. I would probably tend to disagree with you that 
you should be somewhat aloof. I can't agree with that. 

Dr. WOLFGANG. I think that social scientists particularly, have 
not been so aloof from the—in the past 10 or 15 years which they 
were before. We are not afraid to get our hands muddied by practical 
antl applied research. And more than a few colleagues, some of whom 
are here in the room now, spend a good bit of time working on national 
committees on crime and criminal justice and participate at the State 
level as well in a fashion that was imheard of 20 years ago. 

Mr. PuHSELL. I will jield to Congressman Walker. 
Mr. WALKER. Thank you. 
As a fellow Pennsylvanian, I woultl certainly like to welcome you. 
Thank \ou for your comments and for your contributions here this 

morning, 1 think they have been very valuable. I was interested in one 
thing that you said in the course of your testimony in response to one 
of the chairman's questions when you were talking about the fact 
that there may be some relationship between the jobs that juveniles 
have and their attitude toward crime. 

I was particularly interested when vou said that you didn't, if I 
interpreted you correctly, that you dichi't feel that dead end jobs, 
however, were an answer. It seems to me that what you're saying is 
that probably it's a concept of .self-dignity that is involved with this; 
if they feel some self-worth in a job that is meaningful to them. 

That kind of leads me to question then, whether or not this doesn't 
give us a basic question about all of this: If you extrapolate that out 
further, it seems to me that anybody who gets into a kind of a welfare 
cycle, locked in a welfare cjcle where the mdividual self-worth comes 
into question, can he then become a potential crime problem? Any 
time 30U separate out and start studying crime, you really have to 
study the whole welfare institution; to studv the whole welfare 
institution you have to studv the whole social institution. Doesn't 
this lead to a question as to whether or not there can be basic research 
that separates out crimes as a special ingredient? 

Dr. WOLFGANG. Well, most of the history of research in crime 
causation etiology has not looked at crime per se, but has attempted 
to look at many of these other social dimensions that you have just 
mentioned. Most of the research in this country has heen—in that 
area has been done by sociologists in the past who are—have much 
more  macroprospective  than  simply  the  criminal  justice  system. 

I have to be fair and admit that we in studying crime causation, we 
haven't arrived at any specific conclusions or answers. Most of our 
findings have been negative rather than showing positive results. That 
is, we have said that certain things seem to be unrelated to crime. But 
surely, the whole social system, political, economic system are relevant 
to e.xamining the rates of crime, patterns of crime and individual 
criminal careers. 

Mr. WALKER. I guess what I'm getting to is that this gets down to 
the very practical question of placement; where this research should 
be. It seems to me that if you put it in the Department of Justice—and 
if I have understood your testimony correctly today, you are sajing it 
should be independent, probably  



22 

Dr. WOLFGANG. My last response was to the chairman's question, 
that an independent, autonomous institute would be my preference, 
something along the lines of the Institute of Defense Analysis. I would 
yield to my colleague, Professor Bloomstein on that because he knows 
IDA from the inside. It is not that I would remove all funds from the 
Department of Justice, but if there were a congealed entity, known as 
a national institute of research in criminal justice, I would not want to 
have it monolithically placed just in the Department of Justice. 

Mr. ScHEUER. Will my colleague yield for a moment? 
Mr. WALKER. Yes, sir. 
Mr. ScHEUER. If we did have this outside entity modeled after IDA 

or NSF, would j'^ou let them do pure criminal justice research and 
leave the applied research on bulletproof vests in LEAA? 

Dr. WOLFGANG. Yes. 
Mr. ScHEUER. Or would you have the whole business transferred out 

to this outside entity? 
Dr. WOLFGANG. I would have bulletproof vest research in LEAA or 

Justice. 
Mr. ScHEUER. Yes. I yield back. 
Mr. WALKER, first of all, you're saying that you differ with the 

conclusions of the committee on which you served, of the National 
Academy of Sciences, which made some recommendations, I think, 
with regard to separating NILE out from LEAA but keeping it still 
within Justice; is that a fair statement? 

Dr. WOLFGANG. Yes; that is fair. The thrust of the conclusion of the 
panel was that they should have signoff authority, independent. I 
would go a step further, in having serious consideration given, and 
explore having such an institute having an independent structure. 

Air. WALKER. Here it seems to me is where we get into a problem. 
If you have a completely autonomous kind of group then it seems to 
me that group is going to be constantly faced with the kind of questions 
my colleague from Ohio raised a little bit ago. That you have got a 
group out there doing pure research in the area of crime. What are you 
producing of value? And the budgetary status of that group will 
always be in jeopardy because pure research doesn't produce things 
which we can necessarily legislate about. 

Once you separate it out and get it outside of where the law en- 
forcement is talcing place, you run into that kind of jeopardy. Yet I 
can understand the point. It seems to me that as long as it remains 
under Justice that as soon as the Attorney General makes a deter- 
mination—that this is how we are going to fight crime this week— 
right away that is what the research is going to be applied to, regard- 
less of all the other things that may be out there. 

If Congress is demanding something be done, the Attorney General 
is going to come down hard on this group and say, you produce 
research that will produce something practical for us. But I don't 
think an independent operation will necessarily serve your purpose 
either, because then your justification here before Congress is going 
to be exceedingly difficult. 

Dr. WOLFGANG. But the expectations would be different. To de- 
scribe it in the extreme, while in Justice the expectation is more 
likely to be fight crime, solve it, reduce it 5 percent next—within the 
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next 18 months, it will continue to have that kind of direct, im- 
mediate payoff. 

If it were more independent, were more in the character structurely 
as well as philospliicaliy in the character of NSF, no such expectations 
would lie in that organization. And from the outset, it should be 
recognized that the longer period of time necessary for the conduct 
of research and production of research and that we are thinking not 
in terms of 18 months, but 5, 10, 15 years, furthermore, the kinds of 
research that have been in the past massaged by the institute under 
LEAA has failed to reduce crime, or at least we don't have a compelUng 
and convincing evidence that it's had much effect in reducing crime. 
Changes in the age structure has probably had more effect and will 
in the future in reducing crime than anything currently in the criminal 
justice system. We may learn more in the future if given appropriate 
time. 

Mr. WALKER. I point out to you that I don't think there has 
been any program on Capitol Hill that's been more controversial 
than NSF and the kinds of research projects they send up here. We 
get all of the professors' research projects up here and at least once 
a year a Congressman stands up on the floor and reads through a 
list of those projects we are funding with $50,000 here and $150,000 
there and he asks, "isn't this ridiculous that we are studying the sex 
Ufe of the honey bee or something like that." 

This has been an extremely controversial subject up here. If you 
take that and put it in the area of crime, where all of us have political 
pressure being placed on us about the crime problem, if you take that 
emotional issue and separate it out, then there is going to be even 
more screaming and yeUing about pure research into certain kinds of 
things that seem to have no relationship to a practical solution of 
crime. 

I think that you would run into a very great problem in getting 
continued funding if you were not able to produce something of a 
very practical nature to help us go back home and say we're funding 
this because it produced X and helped solve a crime problem. 

Dr. WOLFGANG. It's conceivable that some very practical applied 
research would emerge in time, given time in such an institute. 

Mr. WALKER. Our problem is that we run for office every 2 years. 
Dr. WoLFG.\NG. The National Endowment for the Humanities, I 

hope, doesn't come under this same kind of attack. 
Mr. WALKER. But it does. If I had to pick the one, second to NSF, 

I would have to pick the National Endowment for the Humanities. 
It's exactly the same kind of thing that is done with the Endowment 
for the Humanities each year on the floor. 

Dr. WOLFGANG. Yes. Dokig research on the song of—doesn't have 
an immediate pavoff. 

Mr. WALKER. Yes; and that is the problem when j'ou deal with any 
of these kinds of things with regard to the budgetary process, particu- 
larly when the budgetary process is running massive deficits and we're 
looking for places where we can cut without losing anything in terms 
of what's seen by the public. 

I started off as school teacher so I imderstand that research does 
go beyond this, but that is hard to justify within the budgetary 
process. The more independent you make things and separate them 



out so that the budgetary process can focus directly on them, the 
more problems you create for it. 

Dr. WOLFGANG. But I don't think that will be that much different 
if the Institute were under the Department of Justice. 

Mr. WALKER. I appreciate your comments. 
Mr. ScHEUER. Well, thank you very, very much for your thoughtful 

and incisive testimony. We are all verv grateful. 
Our next witness is Dr. Stanton Wheeler, professor of law and 

sociology, Yale Law School, associate sociologist for the Russell Sage, 
Foundation. Dr. Wheeler is also a noted author and lecturer. 

Dr. Wheeler, your testimony, your very interesting testimony will 
be printed in its entirety at this point in the record. So perhaps you 
would like to just talk to us and then we will all be asking you ques- 
tions and I encourage my colleagues to break in at any moment, as 
I have been doing, and let's keep this completely informal. 

[The prepared statement of Dr. Wheeler follows:] 

TESTIMONT ON THE FEDERAL ROLE IN CRIMINAL JUSTICE AND CRIME RESEARCH 

I have been asked to address myself to two questions. The first question—is 
there a federal role in crime research?—is in my view ea.sy to answer, and the 
answer is yes. Crime control, to an important ext<>nt, is a local and state prol)lem, 
but it would not make sense to organize most research on crime at that level. 
Research problems cross local and stat*- lines both as to research on crime and 
as to the responses to it by the police, the courts and correctional agencies. And 
although the results of research may have to be tailored to some degree to meet 
local conditions and needs, it would !«• inefficient in the extreme to organize 
separate research activities for each jurisdiction. There should surely be repli<'ation 
of important research findings, V)Ut there is a difference between a healthy degree 
of replication, and unnecessary duplication of research efforts. 

An additional important consideration is that the number of well trained and 
highly qualified researchers is relatively small. That research community is spread 
around the country, mostly in universities, and by no means spread evenly 
throughout the land. It is a national community, and to get the l)est out of it will 
require organization at the national level. To have each stat* and local community 
competing for those scarce resources would V)e inefficient as well as expensive, and 
might tend to promote even more commercial enterprises an.xious to profit from 
the crime problem. There is no question in my mind, then, that there is an impor- 
tant federal role in crime research. 

The far more difficult question that I have been asked to address is this: how- 
can research on crime and criminal justice be organized in such a way as to 
produce a really high quality product? My recommendations stem from my 
assessment of the nature of the problem, so let me begin by commenting briefly 
on the nature of crime. Crime and deviant behavior are normal human phenomena. 
No society known to us has existed without violations of basic niles of the society 
in some form. It is an utterly stable feature of all modern societies. And so is the 
response to it. All of those societies have some equivalent of police, of courts, of 
correctional agencies. The nature and amount of crime may vary under different 
societal conditions, and the response to it may vary as well. But the variation in 
many ways are less impressive than the sheer utter presence of important forms of 
crime in all modern nations. 

Now one may immediately say of course that's obvious, let's get on with the 
business. I stress it because if crime is a stable feature of modern societies it is not 
going to !«• solved through some kind of crash program, through miracles, through 
hastily put together new strategies or techniques. I think many of us, and I 
include the social science community as well as legi.slators and others, misled 
OJirselves a decade or so ago when we spoke about the war on crime as though that 
war can be won like World War II was won and the problem put to an end. 

It is not going to be won in any such way. We are going to require the same 
f)atience and painstaking approach that we as.sociate with scientific work in 
)iolog}', or chemistry, or whatever. In<leed, the ri>«earch on crime can he even 

more demanding because our subjects, both criminals and those who enforce the 
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law, ran talk back, can conceal information, can refuse to cooperate. To begin to 
make even modest inroads in prolilems of crime and criminal justice will require 
the buildup of basic data about offenders and those who process them. In the 
future, as in the past, quality research will require thinking in a long time frame; 
certainly not the sort of time frame we usually associate with quick solutions. 
You should be asking yourselves: how can we so organise the research effort with 
regard to crime and its control so that our knowledge is mea-surably advanced ten 
or twenty years from now. To do so will require utmost care and attention to 
quality. Weak, hastily planned, poorly designed and urgently deadlined studies 
simply cannot produce useful results. High quality studies may. 

How do we get such studies? We get them through application of the samA 
principles of basic and applied research that hold in other areas of scientific work. 
Let me mention just a few of the central ingredients. 

One central ingredient is time. Studies that took a minimum of three years to 
carry out were evaluated as much more successful and producing much more 
useful results than those done under crash mandates of a year or 18 months. A 
three to five year period for the careful planning, design and conrluct of an impor- 
tant piece of research is not unusual; indeed, it may well be a minimum essential 
ingredient. 

A second ingredient is the system of peer review established in the scientific 
community. Projects that have been closely reviewed and assessed by competent 
scientists turn out to be evaluated much more highly than thoi^e that have not 
been the subject of peer review. 

A third principal ingredient is publication of the results in referred social 
science journals, where the work is again subject to quality review by trained 
professionals. A fourth ingi-edient of the best studies is that the grants were 
themselves monitored by a group including pei-sons with graduate training in 
social science. 

These principles should hold for both ba.sic and applied research. By basic 
research in this context I have in mind those fundamental, descriptive and 
theoretical studies that add to our corpus of knowledge about crime and criminal 
justice without heavy concern for the immediate uses of that knowledge. And by 
applied research in this context I have in mind principally the evaluation of 
action programs put into efTect because of their potential either for reducing or 
controlling crime or making more fair and efficient the processes of justice. Let 
me begin by applying these principles in the applied, or evaluation research, 
context, along with one additional ingredient that is crucial for applied research, 
and then I shall turn to basic research. 

The fact that evaluation research may be more immediat^'ly useful than more 
basic studies should not lead us to weaken the standards by which that research 
is appraised or carried out. All the above principles apply. But there is an addi- 
tional criterion for the doing of applied research: the research should be integrated 
with and conducted under the auspices of the action agency responsible for the 
program being evaluated. This is essential in order to assure that the research 
can be tooled successfully to assess that program and that the program can be 
designed in such a way as to guarantee the yielding of research results bearing 
on its efficacy. 

Now what docs all this imply for the organization of applied research on crime 
and criminal justice at the federal level? It makes sense, in my view, to organize 
the more applied aspects of research on crime within the context of an agency 
charged witi> the administration of justice, specifically the Department of Justice. 
An Institute organized within the Justice Department should nave the advantage 
of close contact with the law enforcement agencies, including police, the courts 
and the correctional systems that are largely responsible for the ndministration of 
justice in this country. But it will be absolutely essential to organize that research 
in such a way that people can plan for the long term future—can ask where we 
want to be ten years from now as well as today and tomorrow and can conduct 
an organized research ent^erprise on that ba«is. It will have to be organized in 
sach a way also as to provide for peer review of projects, for commitment to 
scholarly publication anfl research and providing the time necessary to conduct 
worthwhile studies. It will be es.sentiai tf> insulate such a research operation 
from the political and other demands often placed upon government agencies. 
And while it is es.sentia] that any group charged with the responsibility for decid- 
ing what research to do and who .should do it should contain some persons 
concerned with the use to which that research is put, the group should also 
include highly qualified social scientists as experience in other areas of science 
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nar torn «wt in t. ^ long run to be useful. Research of mediocre quality, no 
•aartcr vliat its imrKdiate r^vanc«, is likely to be useless. 

A critical problen, not eaeOy solved, concerns the coordination of applied 
research at tbe ioe*l And state level, so that there is not unnecessary duplication, 
sad to that progrmnv ia one state or locality can be compared explicitly to those 
in aaotisr-r. For reaatw discussed earUcr, it does not make sense to simply g^ve the 
funds to ibe Hales to use in their own way. The funds for applied research should 
only be mnae availahi« when there is assurance that the research itfielf can meet 
Inxh staniard?, and when there can be a really effective integration of the research 
isto the artion program the research is designed to evaluate. This will require a 
oe^caie balance in federal, state and local relations, and a high degree of commit- 
me-ct to research quality in the evaluation of programs. 

Sk/th applied and basic research will be able to make use of a basic body of 
stAtwtical dat» on the nature of crime and the criminal justice system. Such data 
iboaid be organized and collected on a national scale, and again probably under 
the ancpiceE d the Department (rf Justice, since it is justice-related agencies that 
will be producing mo^t of the basic data. But the establishment of such a program 
should include input from both the more "basic" and the more "applied"' research 

FlaiCy, I want to address briefly the support for basic research on crime and 
eriiuna: j^uUee. We still know shockingly little about the fundamental nature of 
erime, either ol the white coUar \-ariety or of predatory street crime. Xor do we 
know much in a basic way about the operation of the criminal justice system. The 
uatural place to organixe such research, it seems to me, is not within the Depart- 
ment of Justice, but within tbooc structures that have had a longstanding com- 
mitojeiit to the conduct of scientific research, and where the patient development 
of re^«irch designs, the peer review of proposed projects, the monitoring of proj- 
ects by a group that includes persons themselves with a background in social 
science can take place. I'm referring in particular to the social science division 
of the National Science Foundation and to the National Institute of Mental 
Heaith. Both settings are familiar with scientific research, are used to thinking in 
ree'^ATeb terms, are used to working with both university based and non-university 
bssed sccial scientists. 

Whatever inefficiency you might foresee in this kind of organization with the 
more applied research within the Department of Justice, more basic research in 
the Xauonal Science Foundation or NIMH, would be more than compensated, 
in m.v \-iew, by the guarantee of high scientific standards. Furthermore, knowing 
as little as we do now, a healthy sense of pluralism is called for, so that there can 
be some competition between these different settings and hopefully an assessment 
of their rejalive contributions to some future date. This is another way of saying 
tha* I think it would be a grave mistake to try to organixe all federal research on 
crime &nd criminal ju-^ice into a single monolithic agency or institute. We badly 
need a research and development program enabling us to cjcperiment with new 
ways of trying to control crime and to process offenders. Money will be needed 
to carry out innovative action programs and to see to it that they are carefully 
assessed and evaluated. It makes a good deal of sense to me to organize such 
programs through the Department of Justice. But it makes equally good sense to 
organize a bajric research enterprise that is not subject to the mandates of that 
DeivartJiienty that mav concern itself with problems that are not on the current 
high priority li5t of that Department, but that promise to produce basic knowl- 
edee. There will surely have to be liaison and comniimication between these 
di/Terent operations. But the prospects for doing the highest quality basic research 
on crime seem to me to be greater if it is organized on the same principles and 
standards that we apply to other are;is of research in science. 

TESTIMOHY OF STANTON WHEELER, PROFESSOR OF LAW AUD 
SOCIOLOGY, YALE UNIVERSITY 

Dr. WHEELEB. My preference would be to start with an abbreviated 
version of the statement I eave you. I have been asked to address 
three questions. The first, the Federal role in crime research is, in 
my view, easy to answer, and the answer is yes. Crime control is a 
local and State problem, but it would not make sense to ca^anize 
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most research on crime at that level. Research problems cross local 
and State lines. Although the results of research may have to be 
tailored to meet local conditions and needs, it would be inefl5cient in 
the extreme to organize separate research activities for each jurisdic- 
tion. There should be replication of important findings, but there is 
a difference between replication, and duplication of research effort. 

A more important consideration is that the number of well trained 
and highly qualified researchers is relatively small. That research 
community is spread around the country, mostly in universities, and 
by no means spread evenly throughout the land. It is a national 
community, and to get the best out of it will require organization at 
the national level. To have each State and local community compet- 
ing for those scarce resources would be inefficient as well as expensive, 
and might tend to promote even more commercial enterprises anxious 
to profit from the crime problem. There is no question in my mind, 
then, that there is an important Federal role in crime research. 

The far more difficult question that I have been asked to address 
is this: How can research on crime and criminal justice be organized 
in such a way as to produce a reallj' high quality product? My recom- 
mendations stem from my assessment of the nature of the problem, 
so let me begin by commenting briefly on the nature of crime. 

Crime and deviant behavior are normal human phenomena. No 
society known to us has existed without violations of basic rules of 
the society in some form. It is an utterly stable feature of all modem 
societies. And so is the response to it. All of those societies have some 
equivalent of police, of courts, of correctional agencies. The nature 
and amount of crime may vary under different social conditions, and 
the response to it may vary as well. But the variations in many ways 
are less impressive than the sheer utter presence of important forms 
of crime in all modem nations. 

Now one may immediately say, of course, that's obvious, let's get on 
with the business. I stress it because if crime is a stable feature of 
modem societies it is not going to be solved through some kind of 
crash program, through miracles, through hastily put together new 
strategies or techniques. I think many of us, and I include the social 
science community as well as legislators and others, misled ourselves 
a decade or so ago when we spoke about the war on crime as though 
that war can be won like World War II was won and the problem 
put to an end. It is not going to be won in any such way. It is going to 
require the same patience and painstaking approach that we associ- 
ate with scientific work in biology, or chemistry, or whatever. 

You should be asking yourselves, how can we organize the research 
effort with regard to crime and its control so that our knowledge is 
measurably advanced 10 or 20 years from now. Weak, hastily planned, 
poorly designed, and urgently deadlined studies simply cannot produce 
useful results. High quality studies may. 

How do we get such studies? We get them through application of the 
same principles of basic and applied research that hold in other areas of 
scientific work. Let me mention just a few of the central ingredients. 

One central ingredient is time. In one recent assessment, studies that 
took a minimum of 3 years to carry out were evaluated as much more 
successful and as producing more useful results than those done under 
crash mandates of 1 year or 18 months. A 3- to 5-year period for the 

94-02S—T7 3 



«iv«f ij| fAMTitinf. deitizn. and oxvlnct <rf u> important pier? of resparcb 
ifi not ttT.n*:-Md;'ai'iHtA, it mar well be a minimum e&senti&I ii:.Hre<iient. 

A %HfJ/iA iiignwii^nt L* the 5Tst«ni of peer leriew estabiisijed in the 
htitmtifit: ccsnm'jnity. Projects that have been doseiy reviewed and 
AM^H.!^ bj' competCTjt wienti^t* turn out to be evaluateii much more 
bij^tiJy than thf^^e that have not been the subject of peer review. 

A third ineitMJient is pubiication of the results in r^erred social 
«;ien«e jrMmaU, where the worit is again subject to quality review by 
tratn«<i profe»iionals. A fotuth ingredient of the best studies is that the 
frnnU are monitored by a group including persons with graduate train- 
in'/ in social fM^nence. 

I jet me. \nif^ by applying these principles in the applied, or evalua- 
tion re»«earch, context, along with one additional ingredient that is 
cniaal for 8pplie<l research, and then I shall turn to basic research. 

The fa/;t that evaluation research may be more immediately useful 
than more bailie studies should not lead us to weaken the standards 
bv which that research w appraised or carried out. .\11 the above prin- 
aple«t «Pf»Iy- But there is an additional criterion for the doing of applied 
rewearch: The research should be integrated with and conducted under 
the auspices of the action agency responsible for the program being 
evaluated. This is essential in order to assure that the research can be 
toolwl Hucfjessfully to assess that program and that the program can be 
lU'-^i'^ful in such a way as to guarantee research results bearing on its 
cffica*;y. In my view, when there is a great separation between the 
reH<;arch and the action program it is designed to assess or evaluate 
the restudy is unlikely to be helpful. 

What docs all this imply for tne organization of applied research on 
crime and criminal justice at the Federal level? It makes sense, in my 
view, to organize the more applied a-spects of research on crime within 
llio context of an agency charged with the administration of justice, 
8|»c(i(i(iilly the Department of Justice. 

An institute organized within the Justice Department should have 
th(f advantage of close contact with the law enforcement agencies, 
including police, the courts, and the correctional systems that are 
largely responsible for the administration of justice in this country. It 
will be essential to insulate such a research operation from the political 
urn I other demands often placed upon Government agencies. And 
wliilc it is cssentinl that any group charged with the responsibility 
tor deciding what research to do and who should do it should contain 
some i)ers(>ns concerneil with the use to which that research is put, the 
gniiij) should also include highly qualified social scientists, as ex- 
))(Micnc(' in otiicr areas shows high quality research, even on esoteric 
problems, may t\irn out in the long run to be useful. Research of medi- 
ocre quality, no matter what its immediate relevance, is likely to be 
useless. 

A critictil problem, not easily solved, concerns the coordination of 
applied reseiiicli at tlio local and State level, so that there is not un- 
i>ee»>ssary dnplicntion, and so that programs in one State or locality 
e«n l)e coinpan'il ex|)licitly to those in another. For reasons discussed 
earlier, it does not make sense to simply give the funds to the States 
to use in their own way- The funds for applied research should only 
he riiiide available when there is assurance that the research itself can 
meet high stamlards, and when there can be a really effective Integra- 



29 

tion of the research into the action program the research is designed to 
evaluate. This will require a delicate balance in Federal, State, and local 
relations, and a high degree of commitment to research quality in the 
evaluation of programs. 

Both applied and basic research will be able to make use of & 
basic body of statistical data on the nature of crime and the criminal 
justice system. Such data should be organized and collected on a 
national scale, and again probably under the auspices of the Depart- 
ment of Justice, since it is justice-related agencies that will be pro- 
ducing most of the basic data. But the establishment of such a pro- 
gram should include input from both the more "basic" and the 
more "applied" research communities. 

Finally, I want to address briefly the support for basic research on 
crime and criminal justice. We still know shockingly little about the 
fundamental nature of crime, either of the white collar variety or of 
predatory street crime. Nor do we know much in a basic way about 
the operation of the criminal justice syst«m. The natural place to 
organize such research, it seems to me, is not within the Department 
of Justice, but within those structures that have had a longstanding^ 
commitment to the conduct of scientific research, and where the 
patient development of research designs, the peer review of proposed 
projects, and tne required monitoring can take place. 

I am referring in particular to the social science division of the 
National Science Foundation and to the National Institute of Mental 
Health. Both settings are familiar with scientific research, are used 
to thinking in research terms, and are used to working with both 
university based and nonuniversity based social scientists. 

Here I would just add with regard to the report of the National 
Academy of Science, I agree fundamentally and basically with it* 
diagnosis of the problem, with its treatment of the history of research 
in the National Institute, and so on. If I understand it, I am not in 
full agreement with their recommendation. That is, I do think there 
is need to support work outside a single monolithic institute and 
would prefer to see a portion of the funding going elsewhere. 

Whatever inefficiency you might foresee in this kind of organiza- 
tion—with the more applied research within the Department of 
Justice, more basic research in the National Science Foundation or 
some equivalent, would be more than compensated, in my view, by 
the guarantee of high scientific standards. 

Furthermore, knowing as little as we do now, a healthy sense of 
pluralism is called for, so that there can be some competition between 
these different settings and hopefully an assessment of their relative 
contributions at some futiu-e date. This is another way of saying that 
I think it would be a grave mistake to try to organize all Federal 
research on crime and criminal justice into a single monolithic agency 
or institute. 

We badly need a research and development program enabling u* 
to experiment with new ways of trying to control crime and to process 
offenders. Money will be needed to carry out innovative action pro- 
grams and to see to it that they are carefully assessed and evaluated. 
It makes a good deal of sense to me to organize such progi-ams through 
the Department of Justice. 
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But it makes equally good sense to organize a basic research enter- 
prise that is not subject to the mandates of that Department, that may 
concern itself with problems that are not on the current high priority 
list of that Department, but that promise to produce basic knowledge. 
There will sureh* have to be liaison and communication between 
these different operations. But the prospects for doing high quality 
basic research on crime seem to me to be greater if it is organized 
on the same principles and standards that we apply to other areas of 
research in science. 

Now let me comment verj- briefly on research priorities, which is a 
question I did not address in my prepared statement, but will comment 
on briefly here. Let me just mention four areas to which I would give 
attention. I am not going to ai^ie that they are the most critically 
important. They are the ones that I think very much need work. 

One has to do with the study of particular types of crime. I think 
it is really surprising in a way that at this stage we lack serious inquiries 
into certain forms of criminality that are now bothering us a great deal. 
Take for example, the crime of arson. The rate of arson has apparently 
been going up rapidly in recent years. So far as I know, there is not a 
single long-term, serious inquirj' into the nature of arson as an offense 
and the background of those who commit it, the extent to which it is 
either commercial or noncommercial, or a sensible control stratogj- 
with regards to it. 

As to most other areas of crime, we have on occasion a single re- 
search monograph addressed to that form of criminalilv, for examjile, 
a study of embezzlers Donald Cressey was responsible for some 25 
or so years ago. But there has been very Uttle sustained inquirv into 
particular forms of crime, so that if we are really asked to describe the 
nature of an offense and the process by which persons come to commit 
that sort of offense, the relationship of that offense to later criminal 
careers and so on, it is very difficult to answer. 

It would be difficult for me to specify immediately what the imme- 
diate short-term policy recommendations could be followed from such 
studies. But I am convinced if we support such studies over a period 
of years, we would know a great deal more and would have something 
that would rub off. 

A second area has to do  
Mr. ScHEUER. Excuse me, is this the point where you're departing 

from your prepare<l text? 
Dr. WHEELER. That's correct. 
Mr. ScHEUER. It was easy for us to understand you racing along 

as you were when you had a prepared text, but now as you're sort 
of philosophizing, if you would speak a little more slowly. Your 
testimony is absohitely marvelous. 

Dr. WHEELER. Just to make the point briefly once more, there is 
no such a thing as a monograph senes on particular types of offense 
including a study of the nature of the offense itself, the jiattem of its 
commission, the backgrounds of the persons who come to commit it, 
the history of law enforcement efforts to deal with it, strategies for 
trying to catch and ]>rocess the offenders who commit that type of 
ofi'ense. It would make sense, in my view, for us to devote some 
resources to that kind of incjuiry. Related to what Mr. Wolfgang 
noted, I would hope such studies could be related to serious studies of 
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criminal careers and longitudinal studies of the career of ofTenders so 
we could understand much more about the timing of their offense, 
about their patterning over their life cycle and so forth. 

A second area has to do with the examination of the quality of law 
enforcement, from arrest through conviction. When we want to 
punish or rehabihtate or whatever, offenders, it requires that we have 
our hands on them and that they be convicted. Why the probability 
of conviction is so low is a terribly important practical as well as 
theoretical research interest, and what can we do to change it. 

Let me mention one example that occurs to me. It is not unrelated 
to the study Mr. Wolfgang was referring to of his own cohort study 
where it's demonstrated that some 6 percent of the delinquents are 
responsible for an enormously large percentage of offenses. There is 
some reason now to believe that a relatively small portion of police 
officers are responsible for a large portion of the arrests that stick— 
those arrests that lead ultimately to conviction. This, I understand 
from secondhand sources, is something that has been gleaned from 
research using the promise system in Washington, D.C. 

Mr. ScHEUER. Do you measure a police officer's effectiveness by 
the number of arrests he makes that stick? 

Dr. WHEELER. I certainly wouldn't want to use that as the sole 
measure of his effectiveness, no. If that happens to be related to the 
number that doesn't stick, it might mean that he's harassing citizens 
or whatever. It would be an unwise measure to use, I would think. 

Mr. SCHEUER. There are some people who say there is a sort of 
inherent con/lict in a police officer's mission between keeping the peace 
on the one hand and enforcing the law on the other-. 

Obviously, if the police officer enforced all the laws all the time, w& 
would be in a state of utter chaos and most of us would be in the 
slammer most of the time. 

Dr. WHEELER. Sure. 
Mr. SCHEUER. SO if a poUce officer arrested every kid throv\'ing 

pennies against the wall, illegal gambUng, the city would go up in 
flames. 

I simply want to ask you, isn't this a pretty sensitive business 
when we evaluate the effectiveness of a poUce officer, by determining 
how many arrests he makes that stick? 

Dr. WHEELER. Absolutely. I wasn't proposing this be used as an 
effort to evaluate police officers. W^hat I was suggesting is that we 
know very little still about the process by which a person goes from 
first contact and anest through to conviction. And if it happens to be 
the case that some officers are handling themselves in such a way as 
to produce an-ests and evidence that lead to convictions in court, 
whereas other officers aren't, it would probably be best to understand 
more about the difference between those two, even if we might con- 
clude that the ones doing it are being too aggressive, and we would 
like to cool them down. 

Mr. SCHEUER. Certainly, we ought to know how and why some 
poUce officers make arrests that stick and othei-s make anests that 
just churn out the revolving door, so to speak. 

Dr. WHEELER. Or make veiy few arrests at all. It may well be 
partly the function of where they are deployed in theii' assignments 
and partly a function of their o\\-n background or pei-sonality, and 
so on. 
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That is something we certainly know very little about, this aspect 
of the quality of law enforcement. Given the low probability and the 
fact that the presence of the law itself doesn't necessarily constrain 
persons, it seems to me worth asking what does. 

When we know that the probability of conviction is really very 
small for the commission of a given offense, a totally rational view 
unconstrained by moral or social concerns would say, why in the 
world am I waiting? What are we waiting for? I am able to commit 
one offense, at any rate, or maybe more, and get away with it. 

It seems to me it would be worth asking what moral, social, or other 
constraints take the place of social control through law and how do 
they work? One element may have to do with public support for law 
enforcement itseli'. What are the sources and conditions under which 
the public gives legitimacy to law enforcement efforts versus being 
hostile, opposed, and fighting it? 

There is a last problem 1 would note. I would like to make a plea 
lor the role of historical research on the administration of justice. 

If we knew where we had been, I think we might have a better 
understanding of our potentials and of our limits. I have a feeling 
that if I were a policymaker and were given a choice between having 
a really thorough historical recortl of the agency with which I was 
concerned, what it had tried to do, what its success and failures had 
been, versus having the two or three most recent policy-oriented 
studies within the agency, that the former might well prove to be 
more informative in terras of how I should operate and develop policy 
in the area. Let me give one example of that, and then I will conclude. 

As you all know, we are now preparing for new legislation with 
regarcl to sentencing. That legislation, by and large, is going to lead 
to a reduction in discretion, to a more sharply focused set of limitations 
on judges in their sentencing activity in all probability. At least it looks 
that way. It is interesting that about 150 years ago we were in pre- 
cisely the same position, that is, most States had what we call Hat 
sentences, and the person was sentenced to 2 years, 3 years, or what- 
ever the legislation provided for a given offense under whatever the 
statutory boundary was. Then we went through a period of progres- 
sively opening up that system for discretion. Now we are in the 
busine.ss of closing it off again. It is interesting to ask: What was it 
that led to the pressures to open it up, since we had it closed off 150 
years ago? 

If we had a really systematic and thorough history of our sentencing 
practices, I think it would be verj' informative for that kind of dis- 
cussion. Similarly, with regard to plea bargaining and similarly with 
jegard to any other critical decision point in the criminal justice 
system. It is the kind of research that would be difficult to justify in 
very immediate, i)rove your result and relevance in 1 year terms. Biit 
I have faith, I giiess, that in the long run we would be able to operate 
our system much more intelligently, if we had that kind of informa- 
tion, as well as the more immediate operations research type. 

Mr. WALKER. Excuse me, Dr. Wheeler, could I interrupt at this 
point? 

Mr. WHEELER. Sure. 
Mr. W.\LKER. Going back to something else j'ou said in your state- 

ment, I am interested in this kind of historical perspective, because 
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?ou talked about the fact that crime was not necessarily an abnormal 
ehavior; it shows up in a lot of societies, and you particularly em- 

phasized modem society. Would you agree it also shows up in societies 
throughout history and not just modem societies, and that crime has 
always been a part of society!per se? I guess my question is: Do we 
have any evidence or have we ever developed any evidence as to 
which societies have not dealt with crime at all well? Also, have there 
been societies along the way that did a pretty good job of handling 
crime? 

Dr. WHEELER. I think I would really prefer a better historian of 
crime policy than I am to answer that question. I think probably not. 
I am sure some have handled it differently than we are currently 
handling it. 

Mr. WALKER. Would it make sense then, as a part of research into 
all of this, that one of the things which we ought to take a look at is 
whether or not society has ever handled crime well, and then to use that, 
maybe, as the basis for research and to make our decisions as to what 
kind of things might work today? If it meant incarceration, at some 
point in history, was used in such a way that it, in fact, controlled 
crime, shouldn't that then be applied to what we are doing now? The 
fact that crime has always been with us, certainly, through the years, 
shows that we have tried a variety of different methods to handle it. 

Perhaps just isolating particular instances of crime right now, and 
trying to figure out what we should do about them, is putting the cart 
way before the horse. 

I guess what I am saying is that I do think a historical pattern is 
probably something we should be taking a look at, too, with regard to 
crime. 

Dr. WHEELEH. You are right. I think, as a matter of practicality, I 
am not sure whether the sources would be clear enough nistorically to 
really be able for one to conclude positively that a particular form of 
crime control worked in a particular context. 

Also, there would be questions as to whether our own context is so 
different that even if it worked there, it might not work here. 

Let me add one thing. Another alternative would be to look more 
systematically now comparatively at other nations to see the way in 
which they respond to particular aspects of crime, crime policy, and 
the rest. 

Mr. WALKER. What if we looked at our own Nation? Are there 
times in our history when we have controlled crime better than 
we do today? 

Dr. WHEELER. I don't think I could assert that there were times 
we controlled it better. The crime phenomena has been different at 
different points in our history. It has been lesser on occasions. It nas 
been at least as great or greater on occasions, according to some his- 
torical reports. It is certainly the case that the gang phenomena of 
the 1950's for example, was not unique in our history. There were very 
important gangs domg a good deal of violence in the late 19th centurj'' 
cities, and so forth. 
•I would not comment beyond that, because I am not enough of a. 
historian to do so. But I do think it would certainly pay to engage in 
serious historical inquiry. 
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Mr. WALKER. Obviously, crime in one society is different from that 
in an industrial society too. The whole economic system has evolved 
with different things, so you are going to have "different problems 
arising there, but I do think that we nave ignored this aspect. 

I thought a pertinent part of your testimony was the fact that too 
often we do deal, particulariy in the legislative process, with crime as 
something which some miracle solution will solve, or that some tech- 
nique can be developed legislatively here or, for purposes of a political 
speech, is going to .solve crime without taking into account the fact 
tnat it has been part of hiunan behavior ^r as long as society 
has existed. 

Mr. ScBEUER. If my colleague will yield, we have Dr. Al Blum- 
stein in the audience, who will be tesifj-ing tomorrow. I don't know 
exactly what he plans to say. but I am going to ask him to address 
this very point. I remember Dr. Blumstein making a speech 8 or 10 
years ago, looking back over historical perspective and adducing 
mformation that a fairly constant percentage of our society is in- 
carcerated at any one time. 

Doctor, was it one-tenth of 1 percent or something of that order? 
And that hasn't changed very much until the last few years, when 
there seems to have been an explosion of the kinds of offenses which 
we consider deserving of incarceration? I won't put the words in his 
mouth, but Dr. Blumstein has some enormously interesting insights 
into this very question. I am sure we will get to the matter tomorrow. 

.\Ir. BLAXCHARD. One step further with regard to comparative 
studies between our country and others. Have we looked at the 
amount of research on the new crime in other countries, currently, 
within the criminal justice research community? Are there nations in 
the world with similar cultures that have put a lot of money and 
time into research? 

Mr. ScHEUER. Let me add another question. We have had an 
explosion of crime, particularly violent crime, in this country in the 
last decade or two. This seems to have been unprecedented in our 
history. So have several very orderly foreign governments with a 
rather disciplined structure. They have also had an unprecedented 
explosion in violent youthful crime. The Japanese have experienced 
this, the Russians have experienced this. Have they done any thinking 
or systematic research on their problem, which may give us some 
insights as to our problem? 

Dr. WHEELER. I wish I could answer that definitively. I really 
don't think I can. Marvin, perhaps, can, although I hate to put him 
on the spot. 

Mr. ScHEUBR. Yes, Dr. Wolfgang, join us again. 
Dr. WoLrGANO. There is no definitive answer to that, but you are 

right about the increase in violent crime, that it has gone on in these 
other countries in Europe too. But the increase is a pittance com- 
pared to the increase in the United States. 

There is research, con.siderable research, Professor Wheeler knows 
this, as well, the Home OfBce in England has regular funding for 
research. 

I know less about the Japanese, except that they do know that, 
we all know that the total amount of homicides in tne whole country 
of Japan is about the same as New York City, alone. 
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I think there are lessons, underscores there are many lessons to be 
learned by cross-cultural analysis, as well as the historical one, but I 
don't think that there are any ready, quick answers about how to 
deal with crime problems, that are available in Japan or Norway, 
Sweden or Englanfl at the present time. 

Dr. WHEELER. I might add one footnote with regard to a Nor- 
wegian piece of research. Marvin and I both know about this. Norway 
was one of the coimtries that managed to have a decent record- 
keeping system on registered offenders for a long jjeriod of time. 
Sociologist Nils Christie examined closely the rate of registered 
offenders in Nonvay, relative to the population from 1804 to 1960 
or thereabout, finding what looks like an extraordinary regularity. 
That is, there were peaks and valleys, but it never went above a 
certain level, never went below a certain level. 

If one speaks about crime as being a normal part of the society, 
it is that kind of observation that gives one the feeling that it is. It 
gets down to a certain level, and something seems to happen to turn 
it around. If it gets up to a certain level, it doesn't continue until 
100 percent of the population is engaging in crime every day, but 
something turns it around the other way. We don't know much about 
what those turning points may be, of course. 

Mr. ScHEUBR. It may be that the actual level of offenses peaks 
out or goes down, or it may be that, as the level of offenses goes up 
and incarcerations go up, we change our perceptions as to what ought 
to be a crime with the penalty of imprisonment. 

Dr. WHEELER. One of the interesting features of this material is 
that you can show, for example, that the rate of horse theft has dropped 
off enormously, but it's been matched by the increase in auto theft. 
So there are those forms of uniformity. 

Mr. BLANCHARD. I remember back in the 1960's there was the 
National Commission on Crime and Crime Prevention. As I recall, 
in law school at the time it was stated very boldly that two things 
were clearly related to crime: 

No. 1, the fact that the majority of offenders were young led the 
panel to conclude that the age of populations and birth rates have 
a direct effect on crime. 

The second was prosperity. In times of prosperity, the adult crime 
rates went down, youth crime went up. Then in periods of depression 
or recession, youth crimes went down and adult crime went up. 

Has anyone like J. Forrest, for example, ever tried to plug in five 
or six of these variables and crank them out, or is there an absence 
of such data? 

Dr. WHEELER. It would be easier to do so if we had a much better 
data series over long periods of time. 

Mr. BLANCHARD. I have heard a mmiber of people suggest that 
because the birth rate has dropped—for the first time the normal 
birth cycles will not re])eat itself in this country—we can expect 
crime to drop all by itself, which is a welcome prediction. 

Dr. WOLFGANG. I just finished supervising a doctoral dissertation 
directly concerned with that issue—an econometric model that 
attempted to project crime rate, rates of violent crime, and property 
crime to the year 2000—and including in the model such tnings as 
the age composition of the population. 
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The particiilax major contribution to the expected reduction in 
crimes of violence between now and 1990 is the proportion of popu- 
lation age 14 to 24. Consumer Price Index is another factor. 

Mr. ScHEUER. If you will yield. If we could have access to that paper, 
I think we might like to excerpt it perhaps and print it as part of 
this record. I think those statistics would be of very great interest to 
all of us. 

Dr. WOLFGANG. I will be glad to send a copy. 
Mr. ScHEUER. Let me take an opportunity to introduce Congress- 

man Ertel from Pennsylvania. 
Mr. ERTEL. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
I am curious—I haven't been here during your presentation, but 

I read your paper. I wonder, has there been any study done as to the 
incidence of crime in relation to the cultural background of the people 
in the United States and cultural community in which they grow up? 

Specifically, many times I have seen relationships to cultural or 
ethnic background, but they don't relate it to the commimity in 
which the person develops. If I go back to when I was a prosecutor—• 
I guess I look at it from a parocnial aspect. But when we had a very 
tight community, we had very few crimes. 

It was a specific ethnic group that lived in various areas of our 
particular city. When we had those specific ethnic groups with all its 
pressures, at least detectable or reported crime was minimal. 

However, as we broke up those cultural groups, moved them out, 
our crime rate went up, at least from my oDservation, dramatically. 

Has anyone done any kind of studies on that? 
Dr. WHEELER. There have been a number of efforts to try and 

locate crime in neighborhoods, in local communities and so forth, and 
to try to examine this relationship to cultural background, and so on. 
In some of the early work—I haven't seen it replicated recently—done 
in the city of Chicago in the 1930's and 1940's, it was found certain 
areas of the city seemed to be natural breeding grounds for delinquency 
and crime quite apart from the particular ethnic backgroimd of the 
group that was there at a particular time. 

So you can trace it as immigrant groups moved into the community, 
moved through it, became more affluent and moved out, a relatively 
constant high rate with problems of juvenile delinquency and crime 
seemed in some ways somewhat independent of ethnicity itself; more 
related to poverty, culture, and so on. 

Mr. SCHEUER. Was it the physical environment there that was 
crummy, decrepit, depressing, and demeaning, or was it the situation 
of being an immigrant living in poverty and not having made it yet? 

Dr. WHEELER. You can imagine the kind of research design it 
would have taken to separate out the sheer effect of physical environ- 
ment itself from the family background, ethnic backgroimd, and so 
forth, of the persons living there. 

I would think it would be impossible to say affirmatively whether it 
was one or the other. Certainly it seemed routinely to be the case that 
in certain sectors, disorganized sectors of the city surrounding down- 
town urban areas, and so forth, crime rates tended to flourish. 
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Mr. ScHEUER. You haven't told us enough for us to make poHcjr. 
Do we just engage in physical slum clearance, or do we engage in 
education, job training, and the provision of jobs with the employer of 
last resort? 

In other words, is it the quality of being a low-income person, or is 
it the fact of living in this degrading, dehumanizing environment? We 
have to make decisions. We don't have limitless resources. We have 
to make hard decisions and of priorities. Do we put it into improving 
the physical environment, or do we put it into trying to improve the 
human capability, human self-esteem? 

Mr. BLANCHARD. If you will yield, we are in the process of making 
the best case for needed additional research. 

Mr. ScHEUER. Yes, that's right. 
Mr. BLANCHARD. I am sure you can't answer all of these questions. 
Mr. ERTEL. I think my question was different than the physical 

conditions. My question was, Was it more ethnic, the community 
involvement, the standards set within that ethnic community, and 
has anyone evaluated that in relationship to the interreaction of the 
community which is stable, which in fact has community pressures? 

Have you been able to identify any of those as a restriction on the 
people committing crimes, the makeup of the commimity itself? 

Dr. WHEELER. I think it's certainly commonly behaved that the 
cohesiveness of the community has something to do with whether 
there will be a high or low crime rate. 

There is a study in which there is a clear relationship. Among low- 
income people, if you compare two different neighborhoods, one in 
which there is a great deal of cohesiveness, neighborliness, sharing, 
trading of coffee or sugar among neighbors, the crime rate is lower than 
in a neighborhood similar in other respects where there is less cohe- 
siveness. 

Mr. EHTEL. That is what the common behef is. Then the question 
comes to mv mind, if you get less reportable crime you may not have 
fewer illegal acts. 

Is it the reporting system, or is there a way to determine? 
You know, I don't report my neighbor's kid who takes my dog and 

beats the dog—whatever it might be—or steals my bicycle and I get 
it back, because I have some sort of affinity for him. On the other hand, 
if I don't know that neighbor, the inclination is to call the police, and 
you have a reportable offense. 

Has anyone been able to sort out these kinds of things? Is there any 
systematic way of trying to develop that kind of data? 

Mr. ScHEUER. Let me add a footnote to that. It's not only that he 
doesn't report the crime; it's that the cops won't make an airest. 

In a middle-class, affluent neighborhood, my kid performs an illegal 
act. The cop brings him home and swats him on the behind, and turns 
him over to me and says, "Here's Johnny. He needs a little turning 
around." 

For an identical act in a low-income neighborhood, that kid would 
be subject to an-est. 

Dr. WHEELER. There is evidence beaiing on a portion of what you 
are referring to. 

Mr. ScHEUER. And he would be arrested. 
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Dr. WHEELER. And that evidence is that police in an arrest situation 
do what the complaining victim asks. That is, if the victim wants the 
offender arrested, there is more likely to be an arrest. The victim is 
more likely to ask for the offender to be arrested if he doesn't know the 
offender. So strangrers are more likely to get arrested than friends. 

Mr. EHTEL. IS there any way to separate out and get a really true 
Eicture of what actually is happening to either substantiate this co- 

esiveness idea or not? 
Dr. WHEELER. I think what I have to say is this: I am not sure. I 

would want to think about it a lot longer than right now to tell you 
whether we could design an effective piece of research which would 
select out the reported incidents. 

It might be we could have enough indicatoi-s of that true rate that 
we could feel we could establish some real differences. To do so re- 
quires the painstaking development of research designs that take time, 
and I would be irresponsible if I said right now, Sure, the way to do it 
would be this way. I don't mean to be dodging the question, but to 
simply say, it is a very serious research problem. 

Mr. ERTEL. I guess there is an obvious followup question. My in- 
formation or belief is that the Feileral Government has been tossing a 
lot of money into this alleged type of research, and why hasn't it been 
done to date? Why hasn't some sort of statistical analysis been able 
to be determined at the present time by LEAA or whatever other 
agency? 

Dr. WHEELER. I suppose one reason is that when we were—it's 
been—one has to have a little time perspective. It's been only a short 
period of time since we began gathering systematic data from victims 
or data from self-report that can be used along with data from official 
sources such as the police and so on. 

Mr. ERTEL. I am always leery about collecting data from the 
police anyway, having been from the law enforcement establishment. 
I think it's one of the worst places to collect data you can find. 

Dr. WHEELER. I think a lot of people agree with you. There have 
been attempts to gather data separate from police, such as going 
directly to households. 

Mr. ERTEL. My experience with the police department, many of the 
crimes they overlooked before, now all of a sudden justify being 
reportable. But that is just a judgment call  

Dr. WOLFGANG. If that study factored out the degree of cohesiveness 
of a neighborhood and reportability of offenses were done, we in the 
research community would be faced with the age-old question or 
responses: A, if we need all that money—did you need all that money 
to tell us what we already knew? And, B, what do we do with the fact 
of cohesiveness? Is the J^ederal Government promoting cohesiveness? 

Mr. ERTEL. I guess you are asking me a question at this point and 
we have reversecl the question. 

I can think of some things the Federal Government can do just by 
the fact that we have a very mobile society. Some people, with some 
feeling that there is a cohesiveness in a community, will tend not to 
move even for job opportunity if they feel cohesiveness for their 
children. 

So there are some things we can do. That is just a suggestion, 
Mr. ScHEUER. Can we turn to Congressman Walker? 



I think you had a question. 
Mr. WALKEB. GO anead. 
\Ir. PuRSELL. I am going to change the subject here for a brief 

moment. I would appreciate either of you commenting on an oversight 
question, I guess. I would like to go back to the concerns I had with 
our public facilities and our educational community. I will confine it 
basically to elementary grade, and junior high. 

I have been doing some work in that area and find that many of the 
teachers and counselors tell me that potential criminals among young 
people can be identified at a very early age, particularly following 
family breakups and so forth. 

I wonder what suggestions you might have for us, since we are 
dealing with public facilities and public funds, where instead of build- 
ing more jails we might be able to get more into the areas of preventive 
crime and rehabiUtation, the educational aspects of preventing crime 
at that lower grade level; for instance, putting counselors at the elemen- 
tarj- level rather than high schools to work with potential dropouts, 
that kind of thing. Would you care to comment on that area of concern? 

Dr. WHEELER. I would. I am e.vtremely skeptical of any person 
who claims that they can pick out prior to the act itself the persons 
who are going to commit it. It seems to me that to establish a program 
to work with potential offenders before they offended, thereby perhaps 
stigmatizing them for the potentiality of their offense rather than for 
something they actually did would be a very dangerous precedent to 
set. 

It's another thing to say that we have on our hands now a number 
of persons age 8, 9 or 10 for whom we have reported instances of 
misbehavior of a serious type and so forth, but that is an after the 
fact judgment. I do not believe that anyone has successfully shown 
they can really isolate a group of potential offenders without at the 
same time getting a large number of what are called false positives, 
that is, people with similar attributes but who in fact wouldn't com- 
mit those acts. 

Mr. ScHEUER. Wasn't there a professor at Harvard  
Dr. WHEELER. Sheldon and Eleanor Gluck. 
Mr. ScHEUER. Didn't they do exactly what you have said, didn't 

they start 30 years ago by identifying trouble-prone kids at a very 
early age, 4, 5, 6, something like that, and traced their history and 
found out there was an 80 or 90 percent correlation between what was 
seen at this very early age and wnat happened to those people in their 
early and late teens? 

Dr. WHEELER. Marvin knows their research. 
Dr. WOLFGANG. Yes, they did attempt to do that and they had 

what was known as a social prediction table which was based on the 
discipline by the fathers and supervision by the mothers and the 
cohesiveness of the family. 

There were two main problems, one is the methodology of the 
research design. They took 500 delinquents, 500 nondelinquents, 
nondelinquents having done nothing worse than taking a ])ack of gum. 

Others were extreme ones, with a long record. The research com- 
munity responded by saying that this was not a random sample and 
therefore there was a built-in bias, a 50-50 percent, a built-in bias in 
the design itself. 
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Second, ono of the immediate responses made to predicting ettrly 
on is the labeling, fear that there will be a self-fulfilling prophecy that 
occurs that is absorbed by the teachers in school, that little Johnnie 
is a bad boy, we know he's going to become a really bad boj' later on. 

And the responses and interrelationshijis between teachers and 
other persons in authority and the child has a tendency to promote 
the very behavior that they think is going to happen. 

Mr. ScHEUER. I don't want to prolong this because I want to 
yield back but it seems to me if you could identify the kinds who were 
trouble-prone kinds, you would infuse into the system all kinds of 
psychological and support services that would attempt to meet their 
problems and that they would be far better off. 

Dr. WHEELER. May I comment on that? 
Mr. ScHEUER. Yes. 
Dr. WHEELER. I think it's a plausible ai"gument if you could 

identify them. The problem is if we go back to the Glucks' research, 
suppose the true rate of offense was 10 percent, not as in their example, 
that is, that 90 percent of the pojjulation of the kids are not going to 
commit such acts, 10 percent are. 

Suppose their research is successful in locating a group in which 
that 10 percent is as large as 40 percent. If you follow me. That is, 
•we now nave a group where the probability is 40 percent rather than 
10 percent, much higher than before as a basis for our research, or 
even 60 percent. But if you act on that group as a whole you will also 
be acting on the 60 percent who, had we let the course of events take 
place, would not have committed crime anyway. 

So you identify a large number of persons for whom you set up a 
treatment program who in fact would not have committed the offenses 
in question. If one could get that 10 percent up to 95 percent, one 
might feel differently about it. We have been extraordinarily far 
from anything like that. 

Mr. ScHEUER. Let me yield back to my colleagues. 
Mr. PuHSELL. I wanted to get into this in more depth, but I will 

Mr. WALKER. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
I just wanted to follow up for a second with a connnent. It would 

seem to me that if we looked, as a society, at .some of these questions 
that we would see the research aim bj- looking at our our experiences 
rather than looking at comparable societies. From my point of view, 
if we do find out that the Soviet Union is better controlling crime 
than we are, it doesn't make much difference to us anyhow because 
I don't think, as a free society, that we are willing to tolerate the 
totalitarianism of the Soviet Union. 

Mr. SCHEUER. It's quite possible they are controlling crime through 
methods we would be quite ready to apply. It may be that they are 
controlling crime through motivation, through getting most if not 
al! of their kids up to scratch with educational skills that would be 
totally consistent with what a democratic societj' ought to be doing. 

Mr. W.\LKER. I would tend to think that the very ba.sis of crime 
control in a totalitarian society would have an awful lot of unaccept- 
able alternatives available to it anil that yovi can't apply some without 
also taking the unacceptable parts of the alternative. We ought not 
to discass that, though, when we don't have witnesses. 
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I want to pursue something to get back to the basic question. That 
is, that you seem to have a divergence with your colleague about 
where this research should be placed. You come down fairly hard, 
as I get it, in your testimony that the research should be with the 
Department of Justice, and in so saying  

Dr. WHEELER. The applied portion. 
Mr. WALKER. Right. But it seems to me that that gets us to the 

problem defined earlier and that is the kind of front office control of 
that research. Do you consider that to be an acceptable kind of rela- 
tionship, that there is going to be control here with regard to that 
applied research? 

Dr. WHEELER. I'm not quite certain what kind of control you're 
referring to. 

Mr. WALKER. Essentially, the fact that the front office, if it controls 
the budget, is going to control what the agency does. In regards to 
the priorities the agency finds for itself; at some time, the front office 
will say, all right, you may have valuable things on the burner but 
here's the things the President has just defined for us, or we have a 
congressional committee coming do\vn on us. This is what you will 
do, so push the rest of the things to the back. 

I take it from your testimony that you are willing to accept that 
kind ofproblem as part of the applied research section. 

Dr. WHEELER, ^es; I think there is a fundamental problem. It 
depends on which weighs as the greater concern. That's one side of it. 
The other is that if the applied research itself is not linked into the 
agency, it will have a problem with what those agencies do. 

One of the great misconceptions, I think, is that you can have an 
operating agency acting in a particular way and then just say you 
want an evaluation and bring people in to evaluate. Whether you can 
evaluate it or not systematically will depend upon the nature of the 
data they were willing to provide for you, the efficiency with which 
they are willing to develop that data, their own commitment to the 
research, and its outcome. I think you're less likely to have that when 
you have research totally divorced from the agency itself. 

Mr. WALKER. I take it you feel, at least on the applied research end 
of the question, that the applied research should be reflective of the 
priorities being defined at any particular time as national policy? 

Dr. WHEELER. On the applied level, I would suppose to some degree 
I would say so. It seems to me there may be other pieces of applied 
research that take a longer time to develop where there would be 
resources <lrawn away simply because of the shift in priority at the 
moment at the top of the agency. It's only fair some of it reflect that 
agency's perspective. 

Mr. WALKER. If that is the case when you get into the basic research 
side of this thing, that you're separating off and farming out, if I 
understand correctly, to an NSF or to NDtlH  

Dr. WHEELER. I would certainly entertain other models, but the 
general idea is to get into a context in which the principles I was 
talking about with regard to research, peer review, and time enough 
to do it well and so on are thoroughly internalized and part of the 
atmosphere. 

Mr. WALKER. Do you thinl: it's really possible to have basic re- 
search going on in the area which is not being, or is not reflective of, 
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or is not at least supplementing the applied research that is going on 
and is being fairly well directed by the Department of Justice? 

Dr. WHEELER. I think so. I will harken back to your own discussion 
with Professor Wolfgang. I am certainly aware of the difficulties and 
position an agency is in if it seems to be doing work that is irrelevant 
and so on. I think the time will come when one is going to have to 
decide, a Congressman has to decide whether they have a basic long- 
term belief and commitment in the general efficacy in approaching the 
problem in a scientific manner, which if they do they will have to be 
prepared to go beyond their 2-year reelection campaign and help 
convince the public that that is not an unwise thing to do. 

One is simply going to have to think in terms of decades rather than 
in terms of 6 months or 1 year or 2 years. 

Mr. WALKER. I think some of us are willing to do that. But the 
problem that I have often perceived in this whole area is that many 
researchers think in such esoteric terms that they arc unable to see 
the political implications of what they are doing. 

I have sometimes told people in my office from the NSF or from 
the Humanities Council that if they would just title their research 
a little bit better, if the titles they put on the research were a little 
bit better, it would make it far more politically acceptable. You know 
they title it for the academic world in such esotenc terms that the 
public doesn't understand that, and ba.sically we are dealing with 
the public perceptions. 

Dr. WHEELER. Yes. 
Mr. WALKER. That may be a question of semantics. We can think 

beyond the 2-year term very easily if the researchers will recognize 
that there has to be a public perception, and as long as they are 
taking money, they are to some degree in the public realm. 

Dr. WHEELEH. Yes; I understand. It does seem that there are 
areas in which legislation OCCIUT^ where people do not expect that 
immediacy of payoff, where no one will necessarily expect that you 
have to show the result within a year or else you won't do any re- 
search in the first place. 

We would be lar behind in our understanding of the physical 
world or medicine if we were applying tho.se same criteria. 

I think some learning is going to have to go on, that it's going to 
be just a difficult, in fact more so, for a problem like crime, and 
that we are going to have to establish a setting in which those expecta- 
tions are supported. 

I believe there is a problem with communication. I think many of 
us do indeed talk primarily to our colleagues and write for them, 
and so on. 

I don't think this is an easy problem to resolve. I also think there 
certainly is a problem of accountability. You have every right to 
have a system in which the researchers are accountable in some 
manner. 

I wouldn't argue this and have some feeling about this from my 
own experience. But that accountability can be in much too short a 
time perspective—can actually impede rather than help the process 
of research. 

I do think it's possible to have some kind of effective liaison and 
some kind of sufficient interconmiunication between the appUed side 
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and basic side. They are very slippery distinctions anyway. I am not 
suggesting there should be this one operation dead in the middle of 
the Justice Department and another off in some esorteric scientific 
plan. They obviously should be in contact wnth one another and 
subject to mutual influence, as distinct from control. 

Mr. WALKER. It's a very difficult balance to strike, I think, as 
long as you're operating in the public pohcy area, which I've noted 
because of my background in political science. 

You know if somebody had started in 1970, let's say, with a 
political science study of predicting what is going to change political 
life in the next decade, and had been working along on that, without 
any involvement or consideration of Watergate at all, it certainly 
would be an irrelevant study. 

Yet we are only 6 years or 7 years down the pike in that decade. 
It seems to me the same thing happens with regards to crime, when 
you're dealing in a public policy area the whole thing can be changed 
by some event that has great public moment and is very definitely a 
fact of political life. Maybe the researcher sees it as totally irrelevant 
but it is going to be completely relevant with regard to how dollars 
get proportioned. 

Dr. WHEELER. I think it's all too relevant. The world constantly 
comes up with new problems that foul up our designs. That happens 
to be the nature of the world. 

Mr. WALKER. Thank you very much. 
Mr. ScHEUER. Thank you, Congressman. 
I would now like to yield to Leslie Freed, counsel to the Crime 

Subcommittee. 
Ms. FREED. I had prepared a very lengthy question. Dr. Wheeler, 

but Congressman Walker covered almost all of the area I wanted to 
get into. I was disturbed at first when I read your proposal because 
I felt it left the structure of research in the Federal Government 
pretty much in the way it is now; applied research done by an agency 
directly related to the Department of Justice and pure research e.xistent 
in other agencies. 

You have elaborated a little now on how you felt about political 
pressures and priorities may influence—work done in the applied 
research field. That is one of the problems our subcommittee found very 
distasteful to the individual policies and priorities of each administrator, 
and there were seven at LEAA, pretty much dictated what kind of 
research would be done in the agency, I hope now you can lay out for 
us your own priorities and we can use that to influence the Attorney 
General if the research institute would be in his department. 

What do you think are the needs in criminal justice research today? 
Dr. WHEELER. Well, I cited some in the remarks I made with 

regard to research priorities. I wouldn't want to repeat. I gather that 
is part of the record, and I wouldn't repeat it. But let me go back to 
concern that you raise and let me be clear as to what I am proposing. 

I am not proposing that there be no change in what is in the system 
as it has gone on. I am saying that with regard to both applied and 
basic research, you need to meet the kinds of principles of high quality 
research that have been failed to be met on many occasions through the 
structure of LEAA. 

94-926—77 4 
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And those conditions hold whether you do it in the Justice 
Department or with HEW or XSF or anywhere else. 

So I am suggesting a change. I am not suggesting we do anything 
like we are currently doing. That change will have to a.ssure a high- 
level, high-quality control through peer review and other such mecha- 
nisms. Whether one can successfully establish those mechanisms 
within the Justice Department on the applied side is I suppose 
problematic. 

It seems to me there are advantages as I tried to indicate with 
Mr. Walker's question in having the research done in a context in 
which it can have a close relationship to the action agencies. 

Ms. FHEED. Maybe our definitions are different. Do you consider 
applied research what is done now in the Institute which is a lot of 
study into advanced technology, i.e. bulletproof vests, or do you con- 
sider it research wliich has immediate application in the field like a 
Kansas City patrol car study? 

Dr. WHEELER. I consider the Kansas City patrol study as a model 
of what I would think of as applied research. 

What I have in mind as applied research is a careful effort to examine 
the effect of some action program put into effect because it's believed 
to be efficacious for some reason. And I would include in that the 
evaluation of one-man versus two-man patrol cars, evaluation of 
saturation levels through studies like the Kansas City PoUce experi- 
ment and others of that tjije. 

I am not thinking either of simple monitoring work that goes on in 
many agencies. I am not thinking primarily certainly, in fact at all, 
of technical development, hardware, and tilings of that sort, 

Ms. FREED. Thank you. I think I still have a problem with your 
proposal. There is a need for an independent research agency not 
tied to the kind of political direction in an existing Justice Department 
right now. I say this simply because of the experience we have had in 
oversight of the present national institute. I think we just have 
different concepts in mind. 

Thank you. 
Dr. WHEELER. I am not at all sure we have a difference. If you 

don't mind, take 1 more minute and e.vplain to me what you find 
wanting in my suggestion. 

Ms. FREED. Dr. Wheeler, I would be happy to discuss this with you 
afterward, I don't think I should now take up the time of committee. 

Mr. BLA.VCHARD. Thank you. We are, as you know, behind sched- 
ule. We have a couple of other distinguished witnesses waiting. 

So I think at this time we will thank you very, very much for your 
time, doctor, and your statement which I find very interesting and 
I know will be extremely helpful to us. 

Thank you. • • 
'  Dr. WHEBLERJ Thank you. 

Mr. BLANCHARD. Our next witness is Justice Jack Grant Day 
from the State of Ohio. Judge Day is Chief Justice of the Ohio Inter- 
mediate Appellate Court, also former president of the National 
Association of Defense Lawyers and former chairman of the Criminal 
Justice Section of the American Bar Association. 

Welcome to our panel. We are going to be having people coming 
and leaving at this point. Our chairman will be back shortly. 
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We do want to thaok you for your patience. We will let you proceed 
in anj^ way you wish. 

If you have a written statement, you can submit that for the record, 
you can summarize it. 

TESTIMOirr OF HON. JACK GRANT DAY, CHIEF JUSTICE, OHIO 
INTEKMEDIATE APPELLATE COURT 

Justice DAY. I appreciate the chance to be here and I understand 
the rotating chairs oecause I have been here before. 

I do not have a written statement and for that I apologize because 
I should have had one and would have had one had I known. But the 
request got to my office on Monday last at a time when it was already 
late in arriving here because the request said, "Submit 100 copies 48 
hours before you appear." 

Because I am late perhaps it would have gotten here within the 
48 hours but otherwise would have been late. 

If after I have spoken it ai)pears useful to have a written statement, 
I will be glad to submit one. 

I am doing something that is out of character, I am speaking from 
notes. Normally, I just talk and avoid the humbling experience of 
reading my own transcripts thereafter, but in this instance, I would 
like to read it because there may be some not editing but grammatical 
enors, maybe some spelling errors  

Mr. BLANCHARD. We do send out transcripts for their revising. 
Justice DAY. If it fits the Chair's desire, 1 would make a very brief 

opening statement, certainly under 15 minutes and then submit to 
questions. 

I feel a little bit like a person who attends Methodist prayer meet- 
ings, I have a ver}' meager experience in attending Methodist prayer 
meetino:s but almost everything worth saying has been said already 
after 2 nours or so. And I recognize the experti.se of those who preceded 
nie and doubt if there is much that I can add except from the perspec- 
tive of the judiciary. 

At the outset, too, I should make it clear that I represent nobody 
except myself. I am a minority of one. I have no official status here 
except as an invitee of the committee. And 1 do not mean to commit 
either the court upon which I sit nor any of the numbers of judges 
around the country who may or may not agree with what I am about 
to say. 

But since I have been asked to come, since I am not notorious for 
reticence, I will say what I have to say. 

First, I would talk about the purpose of research in criminal law. I 
think it is to develop data to be used in solving problems. That 
doesn't mean that vou must solve the problem the next morning. If 
I may analogize, 1 would suppose that the chemist who isolated 
helium in his lab and discovered it was lighter than air was not 
expected to build an airship the next morning. Neither did anyone 
race to an aircraft factory to see, perhaps in Akron, to see if Goodyear 
would develop a blimp forthwith. 

There is value frequently to the product of pure research, which is 
not—immediately. I thinK in this area it is probably no different. 
First of all, crime research is sufficiently complex and exotic that I 
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think it unlikely that anyone would suppose that day after tomorrow 
we would come up with a solution. 

I have also been asked to comment on why the Federal Government 
and not State governments ought to take a hand in this. There is 
one very paramount reason and that is, I think there is an interest at 
the Federal level, which does not exist at the end of the night stick, 
which is where the States operate and there is a tendency to view with 
some awe, and perhaps even more contempt, those who are theoretical 
researchers by those who operate at the law enforcement level in State 
government and in local government. This is not necessarily because 
the local enforcement officers are prime members of the Yahoo Club,, 
but simply because they are visibly engaged in a different kind of 
research, whose fingerprints match, what MO characterized a particu- 
lar crime in order to identify the man who may have committed it. 

Then, too, I believe that an entity like a police force that thinks a 
100 IQ is too high as an admission requirement may be a little baffletf 
when it encounters someone who is doing scientific research and 
commimication is difficult because the wires are down. 

I think also that the Federal Government has a perspective on this 
which is national and perhaps even international and that is what is. 
required. Crime is not any more local than disease. And it does not 
yield any more readily to easy cure than some diseases. Yet if I may 
use another analogy, it seems to me perfectly logical we should not 
omit money for basic research in cancer simply because no cure is. 
forthcoming tomorrow morning. 

It is also likely that the kind of person who conducts basic research 
is a different kind of person than the one who does the appMcation of 
the findings. It is a little like the analogy to labor union operation^ 
one man organizes the union and he may be a different fellow from the^ 
one who administers the contract. 

Some men combine these characteristics and some don't. 
But, in any event, that is no e.xcuse for not trying to find out what 

the basic problems of crime are. 
Now, we can talk about crime in terms of prevention or we can talk 

about crimes in terms of remedy. I suspect that most of the work that 
has been done in the remedial area has taken place with concern to 
those matters after an arrest has been made or after a crime has been 
committed in any event. This does not lend itself to looking at basic 
causes. 

You now have a fact and you have a problem what to do with the 
person—that has done what has been done. When that happens, you 
cannot expect, I think, that the law enforcement official is going to 
spend a great deal of his time discovering what fundamentals caused 
this man to be in the stream of crime. 

Tliere is a story which a seer in my neck of the woods used to tell 
and we do have one or two in Cleveland. He said if a man floats by 
in the stream, we reach in and pluck him out. If another one floats by 
we reach in and pluck him out. By the time the third one goes by, we 
go upstream and see what is causing it, somebody's tossing those 
fellows in. 

It seems this is where basic research gets into the act. They are. 
trying to find out what throws these fellows in. 
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I was a little reassured this morning in listening to two real experts 
to hear that there is a kind of basic minimum of crime which occurs 
in all kinds of societies and only in recent times has ours had this 
untoward explosion of crime. 

I have often thought that what we needed to do is perhaps discover, 
if we knew how, the hardcore of persons who are responsible for crime, 
the cadre, as Dr. Wolfgang said, which is responsible for most of it, 
and with plenty of safeguards to our civil liberties, determine whether 
or not they need to be insulated from society permanently, not 
savagely, not viciously but permanently. And then we apply pri.son 
on a very stingy basis to the remainder of those persons who manage 
to find themselve^s in the toils of the criminal justice system. 

If we are going to protect society, if that is an aim, if we are going 
to prevent recidivism, if that is an aim and I would assume it is, we 
are doing very badly at the moment. I think that we have never 
handled crime on a ki<l glove basis, I realize I am talking in a political 
atmosphere now. I assure you I am aware of that, I was once nomi- 
nated to this body and got 141,000 votes and lost, which is & sort of 
genius. 

But it is certainly the fact that—it is a mistake to spend too much 
time in what may be an unfair recital of the failures of the system and 
not taking enough time to inquire as to whether the system will 
work at all the way it is being managed. 

If we had a medical service delivery system, which had a 60-to-80 
percent recurrence factor in it, we would have a look at that medical 
arrangement and see whether it was properly structured, whether 
we were administering it properly, whether the drugs, the medication, 
and the doctors were performing as they shouKl. 

I suggest to you that in our handhng of crime except for some 
sporadic and temporary occasions, we have always taken the tough 
approach. And it is the approach, if I may say so of the simplistic, 
not to .say the simple minded, who suggest that all you need to do is 
to clamp down on the violence. Lock tnem up, throw the key away. 

Well, it is true you can prevent recidivism by locking up and never 
unlocking. If you never let anybody out they will never be back. 

But obviously that is not a viable system and it is something we 
will not do and couldn't do if we wanted because you can't build a 
stockade around the coimtry. 

We have so many laws that virtually everybody in the country 
has been a fracturer of laws at one time or another in some, more or 
less, degree. 

But we need to examine the tough approach, has it really worked? 
And we need to examine, too, whether tough penalties are not counter- 
productive in another sense. We want to protect ourselves. We want 
to protect society. 

There is a certain glee in vengefulness, if you have been mugged 
and the villain gets put away. 

But we ought to temper that with an analysis of what happens. 
If we take our vengeance under terms and conditions which make it 
more likely that there will be another day when this person on whom 
we wreak our veiigeance comes back and behaves more poorly in 
the society than he would have had we treated him differently, we 
ure only endangering ourselves. This is not a bleeding heart argument, 
although I am one. 
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I am trying to talk about the practical probabilities that when we 
incarcerate under monstrous conditions the prisoners come out mon- 
sters, and will be a greater danger than they were before. 

Deterrents is something that needs to be studied too. What does 
deter? 

There are many myths, at least myths imtil proven otherwise 
about deterrents. One of the major ones, for a slight diversion, is that 
an enormous military force prevents war. Well, the world has hanlly 
ever been more heavily armed than now, but I see no prospect for 
total peace in that situation. 

The same is true in the criminal justice system. We are bearing 
down on criminals in what I suspect is the most savage way in the 
Western World. 

Yet, we have the biggest e.xplosion of crime of all. Maybe the thing 
to do is bear down some more, but maybe not. 

It would seem to me that the research ought to be designed to 
determine what works and what doesn't. It isn't enough just to e.\- 
amine results. In order to determine how fast men can run, you miist 
evaluate the runners, as well as those who have run and who are 
doing the timing. We don't know what kind of programs have been 
used in full nor do we know the results where we nave tried early 
diversion, or where we have tried shock or full probation. 

I would like to see a study, maybe it's been made. If I am talking 
about something that has happened, well then we ought to evaluate 
what we have in the way of data. 

But have we ever made an attempt to see what a probation officer 
could do with a load which people who are e.xpert in the field think is 
a manageable one, as against the overloaded probation officer who 
simply makes a phone call once a month to his charges? Is there any- 
thing to the proposition that he has a fimction as a counselor and a 
guide, as agamst simply one who rides herd? 

There are many, many areas, and, of course, one of the problems 
we have as judges is, how do we effectuate a sentencing process that 
is sensible and fair? 

At that juncture I want to pay my lack of respect to mandatory 
sentencing. Mandatory sentencing, unless you assume that every 
single criminal act requires some penalty, no matter what the miti- 
gating circumstances, then mandatory sentencing is a mindless oper- 
ation because it attempts to say that there is a procnistean way to 
deal with every single malefactor in the community. They do not 
come in all sizes. 

There is a difference between the kid who hands a joint to another 
kid and the pusher who goes to the high school to work heroin into the 
ice cream and hook a child who is a teenager. 

There is a difference between the kid who drives the car while there 
is a bank holdup inside and the man inside who kills the cashier in an 
effort to get away. 

I do not pretend that my guild is made up of saints who know all 
about these things and, therefore, can sentence better than anyone on 
Earth. 

It is just that they happen to be at that point in the sentence con- 
tinuum when the most information about the particular person to be 
sentenced is apt to be at hand. 
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Having it in hand, they are in a better position than some others, 
particularly someone in the legislature 150 miles away, 10 years before 
the fact, or after it for that matter, to decide that this is not the way to 
do it. 

The judge at least has some data that would not be available to a 
legislator. 

In a word, I am suggesting that in separating functions, the sentenc- 
ing judgment ought to be made by a person who is full of facts and 
not one who is a total stranger to them—I mean the facts in the 
particular case. 

So I would ar^e for some kind of an approach which would enable 
judges to do their job better. 

It is tnie, not everybody will adopt my position. There are judges 
who are just as much in favor of the thumbscrew and the rack as the 
worst policeman in the worst urban police force in the whole world. 
But I would like to believe that they are in a distinct minority and 
that they could bring to their processses some analysis and some 
compassion. 

Another factor that the criminal research might review is whether 
or not there is enough time to do justice to the decisions we have ta 
make. 

We are in an era of such concern with the tlocket that figures mean 
more to us than compassion and justice, I am afraid. 

We haven't time to do what we need to do. 
Maybe an examination of how we handle that particular problem 

would yield to some research. 
It may be that not every single case ought to be subject to appeal. 

I have m the last few months sat on traflBc cases, on appeal, which 
involved $9.25, and that appeal gets the same treatment as aggravated 
murder which is also in the ambit of our court. 

Our court takes any appeal at all, any litigation at all, criminal or 
civil, and must deal with it with the same theoretical composure and 
decorum and concern that we would give to the most serious case. 

Maybe criminal research can tell us something about that. 
There could be something said for research in the usefulness of 

having a judge tell why he imposes a sentence and couple that with 
appellate review of sentencing so we could maybe iron out the 
sentencing process. 

We ought to study the effects of the alternatives to prison. 
Certainly we ought to discuss it whether we are dealing with the 

first timer, the child who has found himself in the midst of trouble 
for the first time, as against the hardened person who repeats and 
repeats. 

Well, one further thing. I think we ought to put high on the research, 
agenda the effect of war and the ambience of war as a cause of crime. 

We tend to tiptoe around that as though it is unpatriotic to suggest 
that military experience may lead to crime. 

We can't really evaluate the surge in crime after the Second World 
War very well, I think, because there has been such a surge it i& 
difficult to discern a wave in all of that massive criminal water. 

But it is a fact that when you wage a war you relax every normal 
consideration which we deem conventionally neces.sary to a stable 
society. 
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Murder parades under the name of necessity because it is war. 
And everv other kind of devaluation of character is pardoned, even 
advocated, because we are in a time of war. 

Maybe there is an excuse. I don't argue that there is not, although 
I am willing to. This is not the time and place, but it seems to me it is 
something to evaluate. 

For 40 years we have lived in wartime ambience. Our whole environ- 
ment has been geared to war, threat of war, or actual waging of 
war with a consequence that the young people in this society—and 
they are the principal culprits in the committing of crime—^have come 
to believe that there is certainly a context in which killing is all right. 

And there is another thing. Maybe we ought to look at idleness 
rather than simply poverty as a cause of crime. 

Clarence Darrow said some turned to crime because they were so 
well off, because they had so many opportunities. 

It is certainly hard to talk about character and integrity when j'ou 
think of what has gone on in the Federal Government over the past 
6 or 7 years. 

Another factor that is preeminent in war and which loosens the 
conventional bonds which make a youth into something valuable as 
an adult is the relaxation of family discipline. That, too, has been 
impacted by war. 

I think we need to evaluate plea bargaining. Some argue that it 
discriminates against the poor. That therefore it is an invalid process. 
Consequently, some people argue j-ou must try every ca.se. Well, if 
we must try every case, we must increase the work force on the 
bench   by  about  three   times. 

And, on top of that, no one would argue, I think, that a plea bargain 
'which is corrupted, or which is done incompetently, is a good deal. 

But a plea bargain which is done by intelligent people who are not 
corrupted but who are diligently trying in an adversary situation to 
find out where they would come out even if they went to trial makes 
sense. It saves time, money, and may be a factor in the rehabilitation 
of the offender because he can be put upon the track to recovery much 
faster and not be subjected to the trial. 

It is perfectly true, of course, that we start with the assumption 
that all these things are fair, that the people who are engaged in the 
system are honest and have integrity, and I think that is fair enough, 
but it would be interesting to test the value of the system by seemg 
what happens in those cases where a negotiated plea is finally turned 
down and people go to trial, and what the results are. 

We might then make a case either for or against plea bargaining. 
I have no quarrel with the competitive research. Replication is, 

as I understand it, has the values of research proof. 
If it can be replicated, it is important to know that because it is 

another form of evaluation of the process. 
iSo much for that. 
I am open to questions. 
Mr. BLANCHARD. Thank you. That was really beautiful. I am glad 

we will have it transcribed for the record. Very valuable testimony. 
I have a few questions, and maybe they are developing, our chair- 

man, who has returned, can pursue them. 
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As I have been sitting here, I thought and mentioned to the staff 
that what we ought to do after all of our hearings is to compile an 
agenda of areas that we would like research in because we are making 
decisions on this like the jobs bill or parole reform, and the list of the 
things that go to appellate courts and trial courts. 

I am just wondering from your experience have you ever been 
surveyed in terms of what kind of research would be useful to you in 
your everyday work and seen any positive development, and research 
carried forward. 

You asked a lot of questions which I think probably have enormous 
practical value to you. You don't have time to look at it. Somebody 
ought to. 

Justice DAY. I hesitate to say I have never been surveyed because 
every now and again a survey turns up. Some of them have dubious 
use. 

I got one the other day from a university which shall be nameless. 
I don't know what value it would be. But it listed a crime in one 
sentence. Let's say it said a young man holds up a gas station and 
beats up the proprietor. Then a series of four choices. You give him 
life imprisonment, you give him probation, you would cut off his ears, 
and so on. That kind of thing. Ridiculous in my view. 

Mr. BLANCHARD. I can appreciate that. We get one a day on con- 
gressional decisionmaking. 

But what I was thinking aboTit was the utility of the research. I 
think everyone we hear from will say far too little is known abotit 
X, y, z. You know I am not a judge, but it sountls to me that there 
are very important things we should know something about. 

The question is whether we should find out from the research angle 
what it is the policeman wants, trial judge wants, and the Congress- 
man wants. 

Justice DAY. That is a veiy useful suggestion. 
Mr. BLANCHARD. Rather than allowing someone in a very high 

powered research area to decide whether this might make a diilerence. 
Justice DAY. It seems to me that is the kind of thing that would 

fall more generally in the area of applied research. And I do not mean 
to denigrate that. I think that is important. 

At the same time, it is important to have an intlopendent research 
agency which is doing the basic research, if for no better reason than 
that history is replete with examples of basic research which at the- 
moment seem to have no practical value whatever, but in the end turn 
out to be immensely practical. 

I suspect the researcher who first saw a germ under a microscope,, 
or bacteria, did not really understand immediately all he saw. 

You would suspect a good many of his neighbors would have thought 
him a little balmy had he attempted to suggest what all of these things 
meant to him even if he had the knowledge at the moment to know 
what to do with it. 

I suspect that the history of most major discoveries show some linear 
development; certainly atomic energy did not come about by some 
sudden burst of insight. 

But there were many, many experiments and judgments which 
were made along the scientific way which contributed to that. 

I dare say there is hardly any major development which doesn't- 
have that same kind of history. 
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So that when we are talking about insulting men who have time to 
think, and that is important, it is important we reco^iize that they 
may not come up with things which have an immediate relevance. 
It may not, for instance, be anything you can do anything about 
immediately to discover that there is a loosening of values which a 
wartime environment involves. In the end it may be of immense value 
in fashioning rules for society. 

I doubt that that will end war. I don't suspect the Defense Depart- 
ment will come and ask to have its budget reduced if it is found it is 
contributing to the delinquency of minors. But I do think it is some- 
thing to know. It is a factor, perhaps. 

Maybe it isn't a factor. We ought to know that if it is not, for people 
like me who have been talking about it, if nothing else. 

Mr. BLANCHARD. I take it from your testimony that from where 
you sit, the workload of you and, your associates—who are on the 
appellate court, the trial court—the workload is so horrendous that 
there really isn't the time. 

Justice DAY. Let me give you a rough idea, Mr. Chairman, and I 
don't think we are different from anybody else, but we are in a busy 
appellate district, one of the busiest in the cotmtnr. 

We read roughly 10,000 pages of briefs a year. We have on particular 
nights as many as .300 pages of briefing to read. That doesn't count 
cases in the volumes, doesn't count law review articles, and it doesn't 
count records. A small record runs 400 pages and we have had them 
as high as 3.3 volumes. 

It's true that reporters write at a dollar a page and "No" becomes a 
line at such circumstances, and white space is at a premium; but 
nevertheless, 3,000 pages is a lot to read even under those 
circumstances. 

So we find ourselves in this condition. We make 24 decisions per 
panel a month; each of us writes 8 times and read our colleagues 16 
times, theoretically, to check the accuracy of what they have done— 
and I don't just mean the spelling and punctuation. And it means we 
feel—I am sure this is an accurate comment on the feeling—that we 
are deciding rather than considering. There is a vast difference. 

Mr. ScHEUEK. Mr. Justice, is there any way in which, in the course 
of your appellate work in the State judiciary, that the work of the 
National Institute of Criminal Justice and Law Enforcement has 
helped you in any way, has been significant for you, or is providing 
you with any insights or guidelines? 

Justice DAY. Well, if it has—and I don't mean this pejoratively, 
but if it has, I am not aware of it. Now, I have had  

Mr. ScHEUBB. Sentencing or alternatives to incarceration? 
Justice DAY. That may nave had an input at another level. You 

see, sentencing would be at the trial level and would be a legislative 
matter, and we have done things about sentencing. 

I didn't pay my respects to indeterminate sentences on my way 
along. Maybe I should go back and pick that up. 

I think indeterminate sentencing is an abomination. The theory is 
that you sentence indeterminately and the parole authority, in its 
wisdom, will examine each case and let a man out or a woman out 
when they have exhibited a sufficient amoimt of rehabilitation to be 
absorbed back into society. Well, in point of fact, we put them in a 
place where survival is the issue. 
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Second, a person can be flopped and flopped in the penitentiary 
and get very disillusioned and very hard bitten and bitter about his 
experience. 

It would seem to make much more sense to have fixed sentencing. I 
am not talking about mandatory sentencing now. I have already said 
I am against that. But fixed sentencing with time off for good behavior, 
certain rewards, home visitation, furloughs, and so on, if people knew 
certainly what the rules were and the rewards or consequences in 
following or not following them. 

It seems to me discipline would be a much easier matter in peni- 
tentiaries, and the kind of person that would come out would be a less 
distorted human being than if you simply kept him locked up in a 
4 by 12 cell with two or three other people who may a<;sault him from 
time to time for 20 years. 

Mr. ScHBUER. Ms. Freed, who is counsel to the crime committee. 
Ms. FREED. Thank you. Congressman Scheuer. 
I have a brief question, Judge, and it's more in looking at the total 

and, I suppose, political reality of things. 
If the Institute or some research entity would come up with a 

highly published, federally sponsored study on effective alternatives 
to incarceration in prison, do you think those results would be utilized 
even by the political and judicial community to stem the tide toward 
mandatory minimum sentences, oppressive sentencing or prison con- 
struction right now? 

Justice DAY. IS your question would the Congress and public 
officials, including judges, have the nerve to do what the data requires? 

Ms. FREED. \ es. 
Justice DAY. Well, I told you I was defeated for Congress. My 

answer ^vill show you why. 
I think if they haven't the nerve to do that, they ought to resign. 

It is m-y judgment that anj^one who does not have the courage to do 
what the data, what the right thing is as it appears to him, and the 
logical thing and the remedial thing requires, he doesn't belong there. 

I have heard colleagues saying before now: if you must wet your 
finger and see how the wind is blowing before you sentence, get the 
hell off the bench; you don't belong there, because a certain amount 
of nerve is an essential ingredient to a judge and to any public official 
whose work is so controversial. 

Political expediency is another matter, I know, and sometimes it 
isn't good to get so far ahead of the troops that you lose them or 
maybe get shot in the back, and that is the way politicians think, I 
believe. Having been one doesn't give you any basis for telling you, 
because I don't think that way. 

My view is that you must do what you must. If you are to decide, 
for instance, in the Congress that gun control and the elimination of 
the 100 million weapons was the answer to a substantial part of crime 
in the streets, then you ought to go for it, and the National Rifle 
Association ought to have to look out for itself as best it could. 

Ms. FREED. Mr. Conyers would appreciate your comments if he 
were here. I only bring it to your attention because the fear of crime 
rather than crime itself is so all pervasive, not only in the congres- 
sional community and judicial community, but it does tend toward 
mandating minimal sentencing and prison construction and precluding 
research into the area of effective alternatives. 
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Justice DAY. I agree that what people imagine is the case may 
sometimes be as moving to them as to what the case really is. I know 
New Yorkers have an absolute paranoia about crime in the streets. 

As I say this, I am about to go to New York, and I may be mugged 
next week; but I have spent seven summers there now and wandering 
around the subways, up and down, as I teach at NYU, and I don't— 
I have not yet been mugged. That is the word of a man just before 
he goes under wat«r, I suppose. I am about to get it. 

Mr. ScHEUER. It's an interesting statistical fact that there are 
many, taking low crimes areas, middle class, semisiiburban areas in 
New York City, and high crime areas, it frequently happens that the 
perception of crime as a threat is far higher in the statistically demon- 
strable low crime areas than it is in the statistically demonstrable high 
crime areas. 

Crime is high, but the perception of it as a threat, is not very high. 
And where crime is very low, I can tell you in Co-op City, which is a 
vast housing project in the northeast Bronx area I formerly lepre- 
sented, the crime level was very, very low. But yet because there was 
a middle class community that had moved out of high crime areas to 
come to Co-op City, the very occasional mugging or breaking and 
entering, whatever, was given so much publicity that the residents 
perceived themseves as living in a more life-threatening neighborhood 
than communities that had an infinitely higher, actually identifiable 
level of criminal activity. 

Justice DAY. Somebody has said nothing is bad if you don't mind it, 
and I suppose the reverse of that is true also; anything is bad if you do. 
If they believe it is that way, well, then this fear will condition thorn, 
and it's too bad. 

Ms. FREED. Thank you. 
Mr. SCHEUER. Thank you very, very much. Excuse me. 
Congressman Pursell. 
Mr. PURSELL. Congressman, one quick question: You are pretty 

much on the front line. From your experiences, how would you eval- 
uate LEA A—from 1968, in the way they have developed grants, and 
the effectiveness of their programs? Do you have any suggestions to 
help strengthen the organization? 

Justice DAY. I really don't know enough about LEAA to give you a 
definitive answer on that score. 

When I was chairman of the criminal justice section, they were 
very cooperative in funding programs that we had, such as the im- 
plementation of the ABA standards of criminal justice, which in 
itself, I think, was a worthwhile thing. 

I don't have any clear cognizance of things they have done that 
have been of use as a judge. Maybe a trial judge could tell you some- 
thing differently. Maybe a police department could. 

I have had the impression that they have had more interest in 
hardware than in causes and cures. Maybe that is unfair because I 
have not canvassed everything they have done. 

Mr. SCHEUER. Just fine tuning that question a little bit, and it's a 
very good one, have you had the experience of perceiving that the 
National Institute of Law Enforcement and criminal justice officialdom 
has been reaching out to State jurists and State law enforcement 
officials to find out what the problems were and exchange insights, see 
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if they couldn't proride some research desip^is to see the criminal 
justice problem area as you perceive it? Have they reached out to you? 

Justice DAY. Mr. Chairman, if they have reached out, they didn't 
reach me. So I could not answer that. I would suppose that they would 
say that they have taken part in helping develop programs in the 
local area. That may be true, but I am not acutely aware of it. 

Mr. ScHEUER. Thank you very much, Justice, for your very en- 
lightening testimony. We are very grateful to you. 

Dr. Lee P. Brown, please. 

TESTIMONY OF DR. LEE P. BROWN, DIRECTOR, DEPARTMENT OF 
JUSTICE SERVICES, MULTNOMAH COUNTY, OREO. 

Dr. BROWN. Thank you. 
Mr. ScHEUER. Dr. Brown is director of the Department of Justice 

Services, Portland, Oreg., and is a former sheriff in Oregon. 
We are very pleased to have you. Dr. Brown. 
T take it you don't have prepared testimony? 
Dr. BROWN. I do not. I do however, have some notes I will utilize. 
Mr. SCHEUER. Very good. We will be delighted to listen to you and 

ask our questions afterward. 
Dr. BROWN. Thank you. First of all, let me express my appreciation 

for the invitation to present testimony here today. The remarks that 
I am going to present will be based upon over 20 years experience 
within the criminal justice system, as a student, a university pro- 
fessor, city police officer, as a county sheriff, and now in my existing 
capacity as a criminal justice administrator. 

As a matter of background, it may be of interest to you to know 
that as director of the Department of Justice Services, for Multnomah 
County, we have somewhat a unique organizational stnicture. 

Mr. SCHEUER. For the benefit of the audience, that county is 
Portland, is it not, including suburban areas outside? 

Dr. BROWN. Portland is the major city in the county. There are 
also a number of smaller cities within our county. 

Within the Department of Jiistice services, we have the entire 
process for the administration of criminal justice, starting with the 
sheriff, prosecutor's office, court system, adult corrections, juvenile 
justice system, indigent defense, medical examiner, the whole process. 

Thus the testimony that I am going to be giving today is based 
upon my perspective, from a position where I have the responsibility 
of dealing with the problem of crime from the vantage point of the 
entire process established for its control, or at least its management. 
Thus, my remarks are from the perspective of the practitioner, the 
potential user of research findings. 

I have been asked to address myself around two central questions 
that the committee is concerned with. One being, "Is there a Federal 
iv\e in criminal justice and crime research?" and, two, "Which areas 
of research should be given highest priority?" 

In response to the first question, is there a Federal role in criminal 
justice crime research? My answer is an unequivocal, yes. 

The Federal Government does have, in my estimation, a very 
significant role to play in the area of criminal justice and crime 
research. In fact, I feel so strongly about it, I would say that not only 
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is there a significant role to play, but also a responsibility to fulfill 
a role. 

I submit to you that this is the case for several reasons. 
First, similar to the problems of health, education, and welfare, and 

so forth, the problem of crime is a national problem. 
Recent public opinion polls, for example, have revealed that the 

American public view the crime problem as the No. 1 domestic 
problem. The problem of crime, at least the fear of crime, impacts 
upon the lives of most, if not all, Americans. Crime in this country 
has a social, psychological, and economic impact upon our cities, our 
neighborhoods, our families, and individuals. 

Granted, the control of crime and operation of our system for the 
administration of criminal justice are local responsibilities. But when 
it comes to research in these areas, the issues, the concerns, and the 
need exceed the parameter of local government. There is a definite 
need to view the crime problem, the problem of criminal justice in a 
broader context. I submit that can best be accomplished through 
research sponsored at the Federal level. 

Second, the Federal Government should be involved in criminal 
justice and crime research, because those local units of government 
responsible for operating the criminal justice agencies are preoccupied 
witn doing just that—operating their agencies. Managing the crim- 
inal justice system is generally reactive management. It involves deal- 
ing with the day-to-day problems of crime with very little time left 
for reflection and little, if any time for empirical research. 

If we take my situation as an example, although I have an appre- 
ciation for the value of research and have indeed, worked in a research 
institute, my responsibility as a criminal justice manager consumes all 
of my time. As much as I would like to engage in meaningful research, 
my responsibilities dictate that the day-to-day problems of agency 
operation receive top and first priority. 

Third, most local jurisdictions are currently confronted with severe 
fiscal problems. 

As a result, devoting funds to anything other than the provision 
of basic services is a luxury that cannot be afforded. 

If it was left to local jurisdictions to undertake research in the area 
of criminal justice and crime, I can assure you that precious little 
research would be done. 

In those places throughout the Nation where criminal justice agen- 
cies have been involved in undertaking research, the cost of that 
research has been underwritten by grants from Federal and/or private 
foundations, not from the budgets of local government. Since research, 
by its very nature, as has been pointed out consistently this morning, 
is a long-range program and thereby will not provide immediate 
solutions to problems, it is not conceivable that local decisionmakere 
will allocate funds for that purpose. 

A fourth reason why the Federal Government, in my estimation, 
should be involved in crime research centers aroxmd the skills needed 
to do research. 

Competent researchers have to be properly trained in research 
design and methodology. 

There is a research community, but it is not in local government. 
Rather, researchers are generally located in universities or reseaich 
institutes or centers. 



Therefore, we can accept the position that research has a role to 
play in our efforts to deal with the crime problem, and 1 do—accej)! 
that position, then the Federal Government has a responsibility to 
make fimds available to the research community to enable them to 
address the problems of crime and criminal justice. 

Sixth, the Federal Government, in my estimation.ihas the responsi- 
bility to guide national policy. 

Furthermore, there should be an emperical base upon which policy 
is set. 

Research provides that empirical base. In specific respect to crime 
and criminal justice, policy direction should flow from empiricial 
research. 

Seventh research should result in the accumulation of knowledge 
about crime and criminal justice. This can best be accomplished at the 
Federal level. To date we have fragmented pieces of iniomiation, we 
have fragmented pieces of data, but we do not have a cumulative 
knowledge base about the problems of crime and criminal justice. 
If the Federal Government assumed responsibility for crime and 
criminal justice research, its major objective should be to develop 
a knowledge base upon which decisions could be made. 

Its major responsibility should be to resolve the problem currently 
existing, because there is not a cumulation of research findings and a 
knowledge base about the issues of crime and delinquency. 

In essence, its major objective should be to undertake research that 
would produce hard empirical evidence on what are the answers to the 
problems, let that evidence accumulate and thereby be used by prac- 
titioners to effect policy. 

Eighth, if research findings are to be useful, there must be dissemi- 
nation to the users. 

This function of dis-semination obviously can best be fulfilled at the 
Federal level. 

In summary, from the perspective of a practitioner, I strongly 
believe the Federal Govenmient has a definite role to play in the area 
of crime and criminal justice research, At the local level we look to the 
Federal Government for guidance in this area. 

For many reasons, some of which I have briefly discussed, local 
government cannot undertake such research. Most important, is the 
need for crime and criminal justice research that has a national scope. 
Such a national scope can only be provided by the Federal Govern- 
ment. The national scope of the crime problem, in my estimation, 
requires a national response. 

I would like to conclude my remarks by addressing the second 
question, "which areas of research should be given highest priority?" 
Let me preface my response to this question by saying that the role of 
the Federal Government in crime and criminal justice research should 
be directed toward the development of an organized body of 
knowledge. 

The purpose of that knowledge should be to as.sist criminal justice 
planners and administrators in developing programs and in making 
decisions designed to manage the crime problem. 

In carrying out that role, the Federal agency responsible for 
crime and' criminal justice research should, first of all, develop a 
research agenda. 
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That agenda should not be developed in isolation from the potential 
users of the research finding^. Rather, criminal justices planners and 
practitioners should be involved in the development of that agenda and 
the agenda should set forth research priorities. 

From my position, the highest priority should be given to research 
that would tell us more about the phenomena of crime. 

Presently we do not know enough about crime. Although much 
research has been undertaken on crime, the finding only suggests 
that crime is complex, multifaceted and not well understood. 

We have a number of fuzzy theories that do not translate into 
policy. Much of what we do know is contradictory. To me it is quite 
clear. If crime is to be curbed in this country, knowledge about its 
causes must be developed. Such a knowledge base could then serve 
as a foundation for planners and practitioners to develop strategies 
for crime control. 

Let me elaborate on this point for a moment, in order to illustrate 
how the absence of unequivocal conclusions resulting from research 
about the crime problem hampers our efforts to control crime, and at 
the same time stress the point that the shortage of precise and amply- 
documented etiological conclusions about crime is a major problem. 

From our fragmented research efforts, we know or we believe a 
number of things. 

One. We know that there is a lot of crime committed in this country, 
much of which goes unreported. Two. We know that young people are 
most frequently arrested for criminal offenses. Three. We know that 
blacks are disproportionately arrested, that well over 40 percent 
of those in our jails and prisons are black, the same is applicable to 
other minorities, as well. Four. We know that those arrested have 
certain characteristics. They are poor; they are unemployed, unskilled 
or undereducated. Five. We know that those areas of the city that 
have the highest crime rates also have the highest rates of unemploy- 
ment. Six. We know that blacks are more likely to be the victims of 
property, as well as violent crime. Seven. We know that in a majority 
of cases where violent crime is committed, the perpetuator had 
been drinking alcohol previous to committing the act. Eight. We know 
a large amount of larcenies are committed by those addicted to drugs. 
Nine. Some believe TV violence has an impact on the aggressive 
behavior of young people. Ten. Some people feel overcrowdedness 
influences behavior. Eleven. Some beheve inadequate education adds 
to the crime problem. 

My point is, there are some things we know about crime, there are 
some things we believe about crime. Yet, the fragmentation of our 
knowledge and the absence of cumulative research and the absence 
of an empirical base to support that which we believe about crime, 
seriously hampers our ability to effectively deal with the crime 
problem. 

Thus, in scope of the first research priority, that is developing a 
knowledge base about crime, there are many research questions to be 
answered: 

One. What are the causative factors of criminal behavior, and here 
we should look at the different offenses that are conmiitted, rather 
than looking at crime as being all-encompassing. Two. What are 
the causative factors of deUnquent behavior? Three. What causes 
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violent behavior? Four. Does, in fact, TV violence impact upon 
criminal or delinquent behavior? Five. Doas, in fact, alcohol contri- 
bute to violent crime being committed? Six. Is there a cause and 
effect relationship between socioeconomic problems and crime? An 
example being unemployed, poor housing, inferior education, over- 
crowdedness, inadequate health services, race discrimination, 
at cetera. Seven. What does crime cost this country? Eight. What 
are the factors that lead to the situation where minority groups are 
disproportionately represented in our jails and prisons? Nine. What 
are the implications of the redistribution of age groups in the popu- 
lation on crime? Ten. What is the nature and extent of white collar 
crime and public corruption? 

Answers to these and other questions would be of benefit to the 
criminal justice community, as well as others. 

The answers would have implication for legi-slators and administra- 
tors throughout government. In addition, it could stimulate inter- 
agency planning and coordination. 

The second research priority should focus on crime prevention. 
Here we need valid information on what are the best ways to prevent 
crime. We need to know: One. What role can or should the com- 
munity play in the area of crime prevention? Two. What role can pri- 
vate agencies, local. State, and Federal agencies play in the area of 
crime prevention? 

Our knowledge in this area is very limited. To me a well-thought- 
out crime program should place high priority on crime prevention. 
This we have not done to date. Rather, we have i)laced our efforts and 
resources after-the-fact, after crimes have been committed and 
mainly by relying on the criminal justice system as a means of dealing 
with the problem. 

I believe this is the case primarily because we know so little about 
what causes crime, therefore how to prevent it. 

I should point out the fact that prevention assumes some under- 
standing about causes. It assumes that we know something about the 
factors that cause crime and in the interest of prevention, steps can be 
taken to change these factors that we know are causative. 

The third major research program area should be the criminal 
justice delivery system. Here, research should be undertaken to pro- 
vide us with information on the best way to deliver criminal justice 
services, such as the police, courts and corrections. I am personally 
concerned that although there have been efforts at reform in the crimi- 
nal justice system, we are still doing things in essentially the same 
way. This is because the majority of the reforms attempted have been 
undertaken on subjective beliefs and not hard empirical evidence. 
There are a number of empirical questions that can be posed here: 

One. What's the best, and most effective way to structure and de- 
liver police services? Two. What are the best patrol procedures? 
Three. How can police officers best use their time, the whole issue of 
productivity. Four. What are the most meaningful and effective sen- 
tencing practices? Five. How can we best deal with the problem of 
large numbers of persons being in jail pending trial? Si.x. How can we 
best reduce the delay in the trial and ai)peUate process? Seven. What's 
the most effective way of dealing with the offender? Eight, How 
appropriate are the various treatment modalities used in both juvenile 
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and the adult justice systems? Nine. How effective is institutionaliza- 
tion of offenders? Ten. How effective is noninstitutional treatment 
such as probation and parole? Eleven. What impact does long-term 
sentencing have on rehabilitation? 

In effect, we need to know what works and why it works. Rather 
than attempting to bring about reform in the criminal justice system 
by piecemeal identification of problem areas, we need an empirical 
base from which we can approach the complex criminal justice system 
through careful analysis and synthesis and thereby develop a model 
based upon what it should look like, how it should be restructured 
and what it should do. 

In conclusion, it's my position that the Federal Government 
should take a proactive role in criminal justice research. I take this 
position because crime is a pervasive national problem and a national 
program is needed to deal with this problem. 

The objective of such a program should be to develop a cumvdative 
body of knowledge about the problems of crime and criminal justice 
that can assist planners and decisionmakers in developing programs 
and strategies to address the problem. 

The development of a knowledge base about crime and delinquency 
should have very positive results. Such research should be focused on 
program areas, with first priority being given to the causes of crime, 
second, the prevention of crime, and, third, the criminal justice 
system. 

Mr. ScHEUER. Thank you very very much. 
Mr. PuRSELL. Dr. Brown, I appreciate your excellent report, 

comments and observations in your rather "trailblazing" style. 
Dr. BROWN. Thank you. I am glad you appreciate our champion- 

ship basketball team. 
Mr. PuHSELL. Thank you. I thought you might mention that. 

With respect to LEAA, could you comment on your work with it as 
an organization and how effective it has been and what role it should 
be playing in providing this data bank which you suggest might help 
you on the front lines? 

Dr. BROWN. My experience at the level of delivering services of 
the criminal justice system suggest that we do utilize some of the 
findings or work coming out of the institute on occasions. The insti- 
tute did research in the area of crisis intervention. We utilized the 
findings there and modified it to fit our own local situation and de- 
veloped an ongoing seminar called "Understanding People" for our 
sheriff's office. 

The institute tlirough its technology transfer program, provided 
funds for neighborhood team policing. Our sheriff's office underwent 
a reorganization using the neighborhood team policing concept. 

We are looking at prevention through environmental design and 
have worked with architects in our area. 

Our district attorney is developing a computerized information 
system and is looking an LEAA program. Other research that may or 
may not have been done through LEAA have been utilized by the 
sheriff's office, such as the role of the investigative function. 

We are looking at research that has been done in the area of pre- 
prevcntive patrol questioning whether or not random pntrol is of 
merit to the law enforcement delivery systems and if not now can we 
best utihze the patrol officer's time. 
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"When I was a police ofEcer in San Jose, we utilized and developed 

a police community relations program using LEAA funds. Presently 
our corrections unit is looking at the reports of LEAA dealing with 
alternatives to incarceration with the hope of using some of the ma- 
terials that come out of that for our own purpose. 

We rely ver>- heavilj' in our agency on tne standards and goals 
work in an attempt to determine what can we use to improve our 
system. 

Those are some examples how we utilize some of the information 
that came out of LEAA. 

Mr. PuRSELL. One quick closing question in relation to that. 
Do you think that organization, funding and legislation strikes a 

balance between hardware and preventive rehabilitation type pro- 
granis? Do you think it's appropriately balanced in those respects 
since you have been a front line officer as well as serving in the pre- 
ventive area where you have had both experiences? 

Dr. BROWN. I probably would not be in a position to give you a 
very definitive view because I don't know all the research that's 
taking place in LEAA. I am mainly familiar wdth that I have in- 
volved myself in. In mv testimony I made the point that research at 
the Federal level should involve basic as well as applied research. I 
would also take the position that those two should not be separated, 
and my reason for sajring that is that whatever research is done in my 
estimation should have some value for the users. 

I also believe that if we separate the two approaches into separate 
entities of government, what will happen will oe the criminal justice 
agencies will look at the applied research and ignore the pure research. 
I suggest that at some point in time we should begin to look at crime 
and criminal justice in its totality. Crime is not being a problem that 
can be solved strictly by the criminal justice system. 

As a matter of fact, I think the criminal justice system does not 
control the problem. Rather, we should look at the causes of crime. 

If we separate the two, I think what we will find is that social 
conditions will be dealt with through pure research and operational 
concerns will be dealt with through applied research and they will 
never mesh together and have a comprenensive approach to dealing 
with the crime problem. 

Mr. ScHEUER. As a criminal justice planner and administrator over 
the years, do you feel that the research that is coming out of the 
National Institute has been of sufficient focus and of sufficient quality 
so that it's been relevant and helpful to j'ou? 

Dr. BROWN. We have utilized, as I indicated earlier, a number of 
the research findings that came out of the Institute. I would say also 
that I do not believe the Institute has developed a research agenda 
where you have a road map to follow in terms of developing a knowl- 
ledge base, knowing the gaps in that knowledge base, and then focus- 
ing research effort to fill those gaps. 

Mr. ScHEUER. Do you have any questions? 
Ms. FREED. I would like to follow up on the first question that you 

were asked. Dr. Brown, and also to issue a very waiin welcome on 
behalf of Mr. Conyers if he hasn't already done so. He's called upon 
you many times, for advice in the criminal justice area and this is a 
continuation of that reliance upon your advice. 
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Study result* were relea-secl yesterday •which showed that heroin 
&ddic't« do not coffimit a very big percentage of violent crimes. What 
uiie has your local enforcement agency made of the residts of that 
study? Such studies are quasi—appUed research and slightly into the 
pure research area. 

Dr, BEOW'N. Not having read the study, I would reach the same 
conclusion anyway. I think the crimes conunitted by people who are 
addicted to drugs would be mainly property thefts, not violent crimes. 
And so it doesn't provide me with any new information. 

Ms. FREED. Do local enforcement agencies then proceed on the 
results of those studies and not look to heroin addicts as suspects 
when they are investigating violent crimes? 

Dr. BEOWN. The fact that one Is a heroin addict would not neces- 
sarily be a reason that the investigator would pursue him if a violent 
crime had been committed. 

Ms. FREED. DO you think that is true throughout the Nation now? 
Dr. BaowN. I think it's pretty well known within the law enforce- 

mf'Ht field that people addicted to drugs are not the ones generally 
involved in the commission of violent crimes. That is rather general 
knowledge. 

Ms. FHBBD. SO would you say that study is useless? 
Dr. BROWN. It didn't add anything to my knowledge. 
Ms. FREED. Thank you. 
Mr. ScHEUER. Well, thank you very, very much. Dr. Brown. 
Mr. STOVALL. Mr. Chairman, may I inquire as counsel for the 

minority? 
Mr. ScHEUER. By all means. 
Mr. STOVAM.. One quick question. 
Mr. ScHEUER. Sure. 
Mr. STOVALI- Dr. Brown, if you were allocating resources for pure 

rascarch as wo have heard it called today and applied research, how 
would vou like to see the resources allocated? And do you think that 
Dr. Wliceler's estimate of 5, 10, or 15 years is a likely period of time 
for the i)ure research projects to continue is a realistic goal? Sort of a 
bifiuciUed question. 

Dr. BROWN. In response to your first question, I would develop an 
iigrnda which would give first priority to pure research. If we identify 
piuc rcscHrdi ns iloveloping an understanding about the phenomena 
of irimo, I tliink flowing from that would also come information that 
would be liolpful for those involved in applied reseaich. 

So 1 don't inako the separation between the two. 
I think tht> objective of the two shoukl very well be designed to 

nildress the sanic problem. 
\Yith respect to your second question, I would agree that a minimum 

of 5 years would probably be required before research findings are 
filtered down to action. 

Mr. STOVAI.I.. Thank you. 
Nlr. S( nKiER. Dr. Brown, you have given us some very thoughtful 

and provocative testimony. Wo thank you very, very much. 
Dr. BROWN. Thank you for the invitation. 
Mr. ScHKiKR. The subcommittee will be adjourned until tomorrow 

morning at 5> o'clock. 
|\Vhoreupoi\, at 12:56 p.m., the hearing was adjourned, to reconvene 

at 9 a.m. on Thursday, .lune 23, 1977.] 



FEDERAL ROLE IN CRIMINAL JUSTICE AND CRIME 
RESEARCH 

THTTESDAY, JUNE 23,  1977 

U..S. HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES, SUBCOMMITTEE ON 
DOMESTIC AND IXTEUNATIOXAL SciENTinc PLANNIXQ, 
ANALYSIS AND CoopERATIO^f OF THE COMMITTEE ON 
SCIENCE AND TECHNOLOGY, AND SUBCOMMITTEE ON 
CRIME OF THE COMMITTEE ON THE JUDICIARY, 

M ashington, D.C. 
The subcommittees met jointly at 9:10 a.m. in room 2141 of the 

Raybum House Office Building; Hon. John Conyers [chairman of the 
Subcommittee on Crime of the Committee on the Judiciary] presiding. 

Present: Representatives Conyers, Gudger, Volkmer, Scheuer, 
and Walker. 

Staff present: Jonah Shacknai, Hayden Gregory, Leslie Freed, 
counsel; Robert Shellow, consultant; Ross Stovail, associate counsel; 
and James Gallagher, technical consultant. 

Mr. CONYERS. The subcommittee will come to order. We are 
continuing joint hearings this week on the Federal role itv criminal 
justice and crime research, focusing on the National Institute of Law 
Enforcement and Criminal Justice, the research arm of LEAA, with 
some great concern and interest in the National Academy of Sciences 
and their report. 

We are very pleased to have totlay the chairman of the National 
Academy of Sciences Committee on Research on Law Enforcement 
and Criminal Justice, Dr. Samuel Krislov, accompanied by Dr. Alfred 
Blumstein, Dr. Richard Schwartz, Dr. Susan White, who have 
honored us by agreeing to appear on a panel and engage these joint 
committees in discussion. 

Would you ladies and gentleman come forward, please, and I 
should indicate our pleasure at your joining us. 

The committee has your draft report and we also have some detailed 
comments, and we are very, very pleased that you can join us this 
morning for our second day of joint hearings. 

Without further ado, Chairman Krislov, we welcome you, and I 
would yield to the cochairman, Jim Scheuer of New York, if he 
wanted to add a word of welcome. 

Mr. SCHEUER. Thank you Mr. Cochairman. We are both very 
pleased to have you here. We know you have done an enormous 
amount of work putting this report together. 1 have had the privilege 
of meeting with most of you about it. We certainly look forward to 
what you are going to tell us. 

(«8) 
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tlSTIMOHT OF BE. SAMITEI ZIISLOV, PKOFESSOE OF POLITICAL 
SCIEHCE AK) LAW, TJNITEESIIY OF MIHiraSOTA, MUmZAPOLIS, 
icnnr.; DE. SUSAS WHITE, STUDY DIEECTOE, KATIOITAL ACAD- 

EMY OP SCIEHCES- COMMITTZZ ON SESEAEGH OH LAW ENFOECE- 
MEHT AHD CEIMINAL JUSTICE, WASHINGION. D.C.: DE. ALFEED 
BLXTMSTEUr, DLEECTOE, TJEBAH SYSTEMS IHSrrmiTE. SCHOOL OF 
UEBAN AND PUBLIC AFFAIES. CAENEGIE-MELLON UFTIVEESITY, 
PITTSBUEGH, PA.; AHD DE. EICHAED SCHWAETZ, DEAN. STATE 
UHIVEESITY OP HEW YOEK LAW SCHOOL OF BUFFALO, H.Y. 

Dr. KRISLOV. I am Sam Krislov of the Universitv of Minnesota, 
and we are all delighted to be here on behalf of the National Aca<lemy 
of Sciences' Committee on Research and Law Enforcement and 
Criminal Justice. 

Alfred Biumstein of Carnegie-Mellon, Richard Schwartz of Buffalo, 
and members of the staff. Susan TMiite, to my right, and then Ms. 
Fredrica Kramer and Mr. Michael Rossetti in back. 

A list of the membership of the committee is appended to our 
statement, and I would like to say a little about our composition. 

As with other committees in the National Academy of Sciences, an 
effort was made to broadly include relevant disciplines, political 
science, in my case, urban and public affairs and computer programing 
in the case of Professor Biumstein, geography, law, sociology, eco- 
nomics, as well as criminology, as well as a diversity of disciplines and 
points of view. 

In addition, since we are not just a pure research agency, there 
was an effort made to include other representation, Charles Herzfeld 
of I.T.&T., Robert Igleburger, a former police chief, Eugene Eidenberg 
of the Illinois Law Enforcement Commission, and so on, and Coleman 
Young, last, but not least, Coleman Young, the mayor of Detroit. 

From the beginning it was intended not just to include academic 
disciplines, although our responsibilities were primarily in the field 
of the research program of the Institute, but others as well. 

The committee was established under a contract with LEAA to 
evaluate the research program of the Institute and copies of our final 
report are available for your use, and the final publication is scheduled 
for September 1977, the Academy not being any quicker than GPO. 

The charge to the Academy was to convene a committee of rec- 
ognized scholars representative of the various disciplines that char- 
acterized the field of research in crime and criminal justice, and in 
this particular, the program of research sponsored by the National 
Institute of Law Enforcement and Criminal Justice, and to assess 
the research funded to date, i<lentifying areas of relative strengths 
and weaknesses. As we looked at the program of the Institute, it 
became clear that the program included things other than strict 
reseanih. It included model programs, demonstrations, training 
programs, impact evaluations, data archives, and what they call 
technology transfer, in Washington, that is, publications designed 
to disseminate ideas that originate within the program. 

This variety of functions is mandated by Congress and isn't merely 
the creation of the Institute and is part of the overall action mission 
of LEAA in its relationship to the State planning agencies. Therefore, 
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we delineated 13 categories of funding and investigated their eflfec- 
tiveness in all of these areas. 

The mandate to evaluate a research program began to be a mandate 
to look at all of the different kinds of responsibilities the Institute 
has carried out. And, in a sense, what we were doing was recapitulating 
for ourselves the type of problem that the Institute had to wrestle 
with, when it started out do what it was asked to do. 

We first established criteria. 
We wanted to look at the quality of research, but we recognized 

also that the usefulness, as it applied to social problems was also 
important. 

In other words, we were not interested in pure academic categories 
there. We also raised the question of cumulating knowledge, to what 
degree are the projects additive? Are they just isolated things, or do 
they add up to a total picture that can be useful to others? 

The fourth criterion we used was the competence of the administra- 
tion of the program. We used a number of different methods of 
evaluating the actual work of the Institute. One of the most important 
ones, but not the only one, was to actually pull a sample of the work 
of the Institute and evaluate it. It is a little unusual to use such a 
relativeh' elaborate procedure though; as I understand the theory of 
evaluation, it ought to be done all the time. We found out there were 
some difficulties with that approach, but we also think that there are 
some great advantages. We have dirtied our hands with actually 
looking at tlie projects, rather than merely- talking to people and getting 
their impressions. 

In adilition, we did the normal things. We interviewed people, 
knowledgeables, particularly people who had been involved with the 
operations of the Institute of various directors like Henry Ruth, 
various subordinates at various levels. 

In the field of techology where the contracts are very big and are. 
in fact, umbrella contracts that cover a number of projects, we used 
a different approach and asked the contractors to come in and make 
presentations of what they were doing to a subcommittee of our 
committee of knowledgeables, and that subcommittee was headed by 
Mr. Charles Herzfeld, who is, as I mentioned, with I.T. & T., and a 
former director of ARPA at the Department of Defense and Ph. D. 
in physics. 

In looking at the grants in the form I mentioned before, where we 
pulled a sample, we developed a set of instruments for evaluating, 
which I won't bore you with, with different criteria for different 
kinds of projects. 

As I tried to emphasize, we did not say that a demonstration proj- 
ect had to be a pure research project. 

We recognized the different missions of the Institute, even in our 
methods oi evaluation. 

Our major findings can be summarized. In terms of quality, we 
tended to come out pretty much, although not exactly where most of 
the critics of the Institute are. That is, we find that a fairly high pro- 
portion of the Institute projects have been mediocre. 

That is not to say that there haven't been successes, nor that they 
haven't had some spectacular failures. Most of them are not clearly 
either successes nor failures. And the main reason, we believe, is 
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because they were not exacting enough on their original specifications 
and designs to either achieve success or failure. 

We worry about quality control. In terms of usefulness, we have 
not engaged in as extensive an inquiry, since no data exists and we 
did not have the resources to do a survey ourselves, and all that we 
can say is that we could conclude that little of the material dissemi- 
nated by the Institute is used in planning and program development 
by the SPA's, at any rate. We did have a team that went and explored 
relationships with the SPA's. 

In terms of cumulative research, we are quite emphatic that the 
Institute has not done what it could do in developing systematic re- 
search programs. It has looked for, we say in our full report, rather 
than in this testimony, it has looked for short-term winners at the 
expense of long-range programs. And the trouble with that, is that 
you end up supporting fads, and fads change from year to year, 
whereas a systematic research program may fail, but at least you 
know what you have at the end of that time. 

They have not worked toward a coherent body of knowledge, and 
we suggest they need to restructure along those lines. 

Finally, let me say that we found very serious shortcomings in 
the admmistration of the program. 

We believe that their advisory system is not an eflBcient one, that 
they do not draw on the best people. That their staflF, I don't want to 
attack people who are doing the best they can, they are conscientious, 
but their staff is inadequate to the task of administering this kind of 
a research program, and yet they insist on being largely in-house in 
their arrangements. 

They follow a research strategy that tends to exclude most of the 
existing .social science research community, and this leaves them in 
turn vulnerable to pressures from LEAA, Justice, Congress, that at 
times are destructive of the development of a research program. 

These problems are not the fault of any individuals, but rather 
the consequences of the structure of the Institute which does not 
assure enough independence; for a research program, we are not only 
arguing for independence. We also believe in accountability. As we 
develop later, in our report we have called for a return to the focus on 
crime control and crime reduction, as the major purpose of the Insti- 
tute program. But we believe that that should be a long-range goal. 
Its success or failure should be judged over a period of years, by 
which they show what they are doing in a responsible and coherent 
research fashion, not on a day-to-day basis. 

That is to say, I don't believe any, and I doubt that anybody in 
this room believes that any one piece of research will solve the crime 
problem. 

Research as a body may contribute toward reduction of crime in 
the long run, but the project is a long-range one, as—to use an analogy 
that has some weaknesses but still carries over—as a cancer preven- 
tion program or any other form of dealing with a social problem. 

It isn't done overnight, and it isn't done by one piece of work, and 
it isn't done because one individual has a project and a bright idea. 

That is what we are pleading for, enough independence and in- 
tergrity for the research program to achieve what is expected by Con- 
gress and what can be expected from by the public. 
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Susan White of the University of New Hampshire, on leave at the 
Academy, will now continue with an overview of the history of the 
Institute. 

Dr. WHITE. Thank you. We felt that one of the ways in which you 
might be able to gain some insight in this program and how it de- 
veloped and perhaps how it went wrong in some respect would be by 
hearmg some of the Institute's historical backgroimd. 

The staff for the committee spent a great deal of time interviewing 
a great many former and current staff with the Institute, as well as 
others who were perhaps in LEAA or in the Justice Department or 
elsewhere, but would have some contact with and knowledge of the 
history of the Institute. 

When it gets put down on paper, of course, you have to skip a lot of 
factors that might be considered important by some individuals, and 
we apologize, ii we have slighted anything. 

What Iwould like to do is pretty much highlight some of the findings 
that we have from the history. 

I would like to follow the section from the report that you have 
which perhaps may make it easier for you. 

We divided the administrative history of the Institute into three 
phases. We believed that this was important to do, because there were 
quite distinct factors that occurred in these three phases. 

The first phase is basically a starting-up period. There were several 
directors. One was a director for a year, and that particular individual, 
while he had—certainly had an impact on the program was not there 
long enough to have the same kind of impact, perhaps, as the others 
who were there for a long period of time. 

The second phase was when Martin Danziger, who was appointed 
in 1971, and he was there for somewhat over 2 years. 

The third phase, since our study really goes only through 1975, is 
from 1973 to 1975, when Gerald Caplan was the director. 

The first phase, as I said, had several different directors and, there- 
fore, one of the factors that you have to look at is simply the effect of 
turnover, the effect of not having enough time to plan and develop a 
program. They had a great deal of money, not as much as they do now, 
but they had a great deal of mone3' for a research program. 

The pressure was to move the money, as is always the case. And 
they didn't really have time to plan well for that process. There was 
also in this period the three-headed administration of LEAA and, in 
talking particularly with Mr. Ruth, it is clear that that three-headed 
administration was a very frustrating experience for the director, who, 
of course, had to have approval from the LEAA Administrator for 
what he did. 

There was also a strong feeling expressed to us by a number of indi- 
viduals who were at the Institute at that time that Congress was 
antiresearch or was hostile to research. 

We could go into some more of the detail of that, if you wish. We do 
have some material from earlier transcripts of earlier congressional 
hearings on that. 

In any case, Mr. Ruth felt c^uite strongly that he had to spend much 
of his time more or less justifying the research role rather than actually 
getting a research program underway. 

The second major phase was when Jerris Leonard became Adminis- 
trator of LEEA and Martin Danziger the Director. 
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And this phase had some very strong new directions in it, which 
came about in the following way. The previous year, the year prior to 
the appointment of Mr. Danziger, hao seen verj- strong criticism of 
LEAA in Congress because, among other things, the large sums that 
had already been e.xpended on various programs had not produced a 
decline in the crime rate. 

Now, the use of crime rates as a measure of performance, is very 
problematic, for three reasons. First, crime rates are affected, to a 
considerable degree, by factors other than those under the control of 
the criminal justice system and, conversely, many who contribute to 
the crime rate do not pa-ss through that svstem. 

Second, crime rates themselves are affected by higher citizen or 
Tictim reporting and police reporting procedures. 

It is quite possible for a program on citizen awareness, for example, 
to have the intended impact of higher reporting of crimes, therefore 
pro<lucing a higher crime rate. 

Third, and in the context of evaluating the Institute, most impor- 
tant, the use of crime rates as a measure of performance is based on 
wholly imrealistic expectations about the kind and extent of immediat-e 
impact that is possible from research. There are many aspects of 
crime problems about which we now know little, but can know more. 
Much of this knowledge, we believe, can be useful in future efforts to 
prevent and control crime. 

But it is important to recognize that practical payoff from research 
is necessarily indirect and oftentimes long-term. 

Nonetheless, increases and decreases in crime rates remain the focus 
of LEAA performance measures and the criticism continued. 

One outcome of the criticism was LEAA's embarrassing discovery 
that it had almost no infonnation about the impact of its programs. 

Therefore, a new effort was begun throughout LEAA to focus on 
crime reduction, rather than system improvement, and on evaluating 
the impact of these programs. And the new effort affected the Institute 
in major ways. First, it hardened and intensified LEAA's commitment 
to the goal of directly controlling crime. Even for the research program. 

Second, it involved Institute staff in a lengthy and complex planning 
process, using specific reductions in crime rates as performance meas- 
ures. And, third, it produced a sharp change in the research and 
development strategy. 

The term "crime-specific planning" came into use throughout LEAA 
in 1971 in direct response to congressional questions about the rela- 
tionship between Government anticrime funding and the increasing 
crime rate. 

The term meant that programing had to be tied to a specific crime 
and designed to bring about a specified level of reduction, or decreasing 
rat^ of increase, in the rate of occurrence for that particular crime. 
And that was applied even to research programs. 

The next 2 years were devoted to making both the NILECJ or- 
ganization and Institute programs directly responsive to the goal of 
reducing crime. 

Crime-specific was eventually relaxed to crime-oriented during this 
period, but the beUef remained strong that research on crime coukl 
directly and immediately affect crime reduction, if only the right 
combination of planning and funding strategy was used. 
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One of the results, of course, was that the Congress mandated that 
more evalaution be done in LEAA. They put that at the feet of the 
Institute or on the back of the Institute, perhaps more appropriately, 
which got the Institute into the business of helping the rest of LEAA 
be accountable. 

As a result of all of these factors, the funding program during the 
Danziger period was significantly different from previous years. 

NILECJ chose to limits its major funding to a few large-scale grants- 
and contracts on the cround that this strategy for spending the 
money would have the largest possible pavoff. Large dollar amount* 
were committed to projects, several of wliich continue even today. 

The major e.xample of this shift in research strategy was the In- 
stitute's involvement in LEAA's impact cities program. 

Apparently con\'inced that solutions could be found by concen- 
trating large amoimts of money at selected sites, and beheving that 
this would result in a more efficient use of R. & D. money uian a 
fragmented grants program, Martin Danziger made the impact cities 
program a major focus of LJEAA and Institute funds. 

The expected payoff of gaining new knowledge about reducing 
cricie did not materialize and that failure should have been antici- 
pated. 

The obviously political nature of the overall program dictated 
many a-spects of its design and operation. 

Now, the Institute was not responsible for these politically moti- 
vated requirements, but the situation illustrates the highly political 
constraints within which (he Institute operates, con-straints that do 
not lend themselves to good research efforts. 

Further, the Institute can and should be held responsible for com- 
mitting its resources to programs that cannot be reconciled with re- 
search objectives. In sum, the Danziger period produced an intensi- 
fication of the Institute's conunitment to tlirectly reducing crimes. 
Goals, objectives, and planning were all tied to a belief that crime was 
a problem that could be solved. As we point out later in our report, 
it was not the goal of controlhng crime that was mistaken—but rather 
the notion that research can contribute directly and immediately 
to crime reduction. 

Furthermore, we believe that during this period research funds were 
diverted from the goal of knowledge to the goal of direct problem 
solving. 

The third period we have designated the Caplan period. Gerald 
Caplan was appointed Director of the Institute in the fall of 1973 by 
Donald Santorelli, then Administrator of LEAA. The Caplan period 
received its earher definition in the decision to deemphasize crime 
reduction as a goal. 

Since crime harl not been reduced, indeed, had increased more often 
than decreased, the claims for impact were probably unfounded from 
the start. Recosmizing that it was wholly unreasonable to mea.sure the 
effectiveness o? a researcli program by specific cure rates Caplan 
modified the Institute's approach. The Institute would no longer 
plan for direct and immediate impact on crime rates but instead would 
develop longer range objectives that could be e.xpecte<l to contribute 
in a more realistic way to an ovenill reduction in crime. Even the 
traditional focus on improving the sjstem was recast so that efficiency 
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re<liicing crime rates. 

The Institate and all of LEAA entered a new period of deflating 
expectations. In addition, Director Caplan has recently begun efforts 
to develop and encourage a research community interested in more 
basic research c^uestions. 

We think it is very important for these committees to realize that 
at the beginning stages of the Institute there was a very small re- 
search commimity, mostly criminologists with some other people 
who had in one way or another become involved with criminal justice, 
but there was no discipline or set of disciplines out there that was 
concentrating on criminal justice research. 

We feel that one of the tasks that the Institute should have taken 
on from the beginning was developing such a research community, 
going out to the universities and the consulting firms, research or- 
ganizations where there were various kinds of social scientists who 
might be brought into this kind of work. 

Basically, this did not begin until after Gerald Caplan became 
Director and while we believe he should be commended for having 
begun the effort, we think it has only started and there is a great deal 
more to be done. 

One other point we would like to make about this last period. The 
overall impression of the Institute's goals and objectives under 
Caplan's leadership is one of decentralization and eclecticism. 

By that time they were burdened, because LEAA had been crit- 
icized, with a great deal of impact evaluation that had to be done; 
so they had an Office of Evaluation. 

They also were asked to do a great deal of technology transfer; 
so they had an Office of Technology Transfer. 

Then one of the offices just happened to be an Office of Research 
Programs, that is, research was confined to one unit of the Institute. 
And within that Office of Research Programs the program definitions 
were basically police, courts, and corrections; it also included special 
programs and community crime prevention, but basically it was the 
traditional criminal justice system setup. 

Wc fool that that is certainly not the most creative way to develop 
a good research program because the program desk people—police, 
courts, corrections—more or less have their own traditional con- 
stituencies to reach out to. 

Consccjuently, there was relatively little cross-fertilization, if 
yon will, and creativity in the ideas that developed. 

In conclusion, although as I said before, there is certainly a number 
of other factors that could be mentioned, we believe that the problems 
of locating research in a mission agency have always been substantial. 

Tlio pressures from the parent agency tend to favor immediate 
solutions and foster an unnecessaiy polarization of basic and applied 
research. NILECJ's position in the agency perceived as a servicer 
of locnl criminal justice practitioners has narrowed its focus to the 
criminal justice system only, and sometimes simply to crime rates, 
and has prevented the Institute from looking to the larger research 
issues that are important for producing useful knowledge about crime 
problems. 
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The Institute's outlook has been unnecessarily narrow, we believe, 

and its research agenda has not benefited from a variety of per- 
spectives on criminal justice problems. At that point I think I will 
pause. 

There are a number of other factors involved. I think you have 
this text if you wish to pursue any of them further. 

Mr. CoNYERs. Good. 
Would it be appropriate now for us to go into some questions and 

then come back for additional presentations? 
Dr. KRISLOV. We don't have any additional presentations. We 

wanted to have questions at this point. 
Mr. CoNYERS. OK. 
Jim, would you like to begin the questioning, please? 
Mr. ScHEUER. I am going to have to leave in a couple of minutes 

to go downtown for a press conference. I will be back in about three- 
quarters of an hour so I am sorry that I can't wait and hear the answer 
to my other questions, but I think an important question to get out 
is it seems to be this stated assumption oy all parties that has not 
been contradicted that the National Institute is held in quite low 
esteem by the research community and it has had a great deal of 
difficulty in attracting first-rate scientists and researchers of all kinds. 

Even in a time when there was a very tight job market the National 
Institute didn't seem to be able to attract people and hold them. Why? 

Dr. KRISLOV. Are you talking about the staff or the researchers? 
In other words, the staff at the Institute or  

Mr. ScHEUER. No; this was supposed to be a catalytic place to 
bring brains together and to organize existing knowledge and come 
up with some answers. 

The National Institute so far has been disappointing to me, and 
those of you on the panel who played an active role in its early devel- 
opment, in attracting this kind of talent and serving that catalytic 
role. 

Briefly, why? 
Dr. KRISLOV. Well, Professor Blumstein had the longest perspec- 

tive on this. 
Dr. BLUMSTEIN. Let me start making a pass at that issue. 
There is a long tradition in the research community that integrity 

of research is a necessary condition for obtaining quality research. 
And people capable of producing high quality research will not par- 
ticipate in a program that they don't believe has integrity. 

That integrity requires that the research seeks out the truth wher- 
ever it may lie, and that the research not necessarily be responsive to 
demands for an immediate solution or demands for an answer that 
fits some preconceived conclusion that is to be proven. 

There was a concern that was reflected in a variety of aspects of 
both organization and specific incidents that were reportecl in the 
Institute that suggested that the Institute did not have that requisite 
degree of integrity. 

Mr. ScHEUER. Can you give us some specific examples? 
Dr. BLUMSTEIN. Well, the fact that tne Institute was directed— 

that the sign-off on all grants from the Institute was in the hands of 
the Administrator of LEAA. 

And with the  
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Mr. ScHEUER. And not in the Institute? 
Dr. BLUMENSTEIN. And not being in the Institute meant that the 

Administrator's inevitable political consideration would become a very 
significant factor. There were many occasions when grants were de- 
layed for extended periods of time with no apparent reason, but 
presumably more on the basis of the conflict between the LEAA Ad- 
ministrator and the Institute itself. These included grants that were 
rated well and that were clearly of potentially high quality. In many 
cases the Administrator was perhaps hoping the grantee would go 
away for one or another reason. 

There is a tradition in research that the direction of research should 
be under the hands of researchers, people who can make effective 
research judgments, people who can understand the nature of research 
in substance and the nature of the research community. 

The directorship of the institute was imder—the institute was 
under a researcher only in its first few months during the transition 
period between presidential administrations. Subsequent to that the 
direction has been under various lawj'ers who may have had some 
mai^nal experience in research, but was not under the direction of 
research people. And that was not calculated to bring very good 
people in. 

Another administrative aspect of the institute was that their grants 
Vere typically 1-year grants often with considerable delajy^ in refund- 
ing. This kind of approach is not calculated to bring goocf researchers 
into that program oecause of the considerable uncertainty about the 
institute's commitment to their effort compared to other sources of 
Support where the commitment would exist. 

There was no peer review process. Peer review not only generates 
high quality in filtering out the bad, but brings in high quality because 
the existence of a quality peer review group suggests to the research 
community that those people are really serious. That kind of image 
was never developed for the institute, a variety of detailed adminis- 
trative features, all of which served to send up the wrong signals. 

Mr. ScHEUER. Can we tick off the administrative features that sent 
out those signals? I mean, we are legislating. Congressman Conyers 
subcommittee has legislative jurisdiction. We share oversight juris- 
diction with him. We want to get down to the nitty-gritty because 
ultimately Congressman Conyers and the Judiciary Committee, will, 
be putting words on a piece oi paper for legislative improvements and 
there will be committee reports mandating X, Y, and Z, so we would 
like to get at some of these details that seem to have frustrated the 
original intention of I and others who sponsored the National Institute. 

Dr. BLUMSTEIN. One is that we should not be restricted to 1-year 
grants because research in many cases has to have continuity. And 
one of the features of the operation of the institute with its rapid 
changes of directorship was redirecting programs, cutting out what 
was going and starting in a new direction. 

So, one feature is more extended grants opportunities. 
No. 2 is a peer-review process which displays quality control and 

attracts good people. 
A third is an advisory committee that is real, that has on it com- 

petent practitioners as well as skilled scientists. 
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A fourth is that the managrement of the institute must be in the 
hands of people who know research, have been in research and can 
manag:e research. 

Mr. ScHEUER. I would like to ask unanimous consent to hold the 
record open at this point so that any of you can add a Ust of what 
the problems were or make some additional recommendations at this 
point  

Mr. CoNTERs. Without objection so ordered. 
Dr. BLUMSTEIN. I.iet me be sure to ackl two more. 
One is that the signofF authority on grants and programs should 

be in the hands of the director of the institute rather than in the 
inevitably more politicized higher levels \vithin the Justice Department. 

And finally there are a variety of structuzal features that must be 
designed to provide the commitment, the stature, the integrity of the 
institute that represent a display that the Justice Department is 
serious. 

If I may just quote a statement by Mr. Califano in his appointment 
of the director of NIH, I think it conveys the sense of what 1 believe 
should be accomplished. 

Mr. Califano said: 
I recognize how important the work is that you have been doing and I hope 

will continue to do so. I recognize and I see it as one of the greatest national 
treasures the country ha.s, indeed, it is one of the greatest treasures in the world. 
I will do what I can to help provide an environment in which you can pursue 
your work. You are looked to for leadership in terms of grants and contracts 
and direction for much of our Nation's research in these areas. I am happy to 
announce that we have completed our search for a director of NIH. We have 
looked only for the best, only for excellence and we found that person and we 
found him right here at Nil! in Dr. Fredrick-son. 

The only thing and the central thing that I a-sk in response is that you provide 
us with excellence, excellent appointments to advisory committ-ees, excellent 
directors, and staffs and excellent work. I assure you that there will be no partisan 
politics involved in any of the work you do, in any of the appointments that 
are made to any of the Institutes or any of the committees advising the Institutes. 

I think that statement is an excellent model of the principles and 
the guiding ideas that should lie behind an institute of justice as well 
as one of health. 

Mr. ScHEUER. That statement just about says it all. 
Dr. KRISLOV. \ot quite. 
Let me jrist add to it although I agree it is an excellent statement. 

That those recommendations and others are in our last chapter, and 
that the interesting thing was that the committee started with quite 
divergent points of view, and as time went on we converged more 
and more on these symptoms and those problems. 

I do want to emphasize that when we talk about an advisory system 
and even a peer system, that we really did not mean just pure re- 
searchers. We advise a strong input from users who would also have 
a meaningful advisory role. 

It is not a pure re.search recommendation. On the contrary, it is— 
if we felt that pure research was the goal we would have recommended 
NSF or something like that as the home. We may still come to that 
in terms of pure practical politics. 

But ideally we believe that the Institute ought to be in Justi bece- 
cause it ought to be concerned with crime problems. Now, we are going 
to delineate that later on but that is essentially our recommendation. 



74 

Let me recapitulate what I think Al was saying, that the Institute 
needs to have signs, overt signs and actual signs of its own integrity, 
and the main symbol of that would bo signon authority. It needs to 
have meaningful advisory committees who are not just window 
dressing, although they don't have to be final authorities by any 
means. There ought to be an inter-action m my opinion between the 
advisory committees and the staff. But at present advisoiy conunittees 
are largely window dressing if they exist at all. 

And there ought to be a process that has the kind of integrity that 
makes people feel that when they do the research they are expected 
to have integrity in their own work. 

These are the major ingredients. 
Mr. CoNTERS. Now let me just ask a question separating technical 

assistance from applied research from pure research. You were saying 
there that probably both applied and pure is appropriate but technical 
is not, is that what this discussion a few minutes prior boiled down to? 

Dr. KRISLOV. I think we feel that it would be best if the technical 
assistance part were spun back into LEAA. 

Mr. CoNYERS. And there was far too much going on in the Institute? 
Dr. KRISLOV. Yes. That is where the incompatibiUty lies, not in the 

applied research and the pure research. We don't think that distinc- 
tion is meaningless but we think it is very difficult to point to in 
practice. 

Mr. CoNYERS. Right. Of course there was very little pure research 
going on. I mean would there be a very high stack of works rising oflF 
the table if we asked you to produce the pure research from the 
Institute? 

Dr. KRISLOV. Depends how pure you want to be. 
Dr. WHITE. I think it woulcl be very small. I am not sure I could 

think of one right now, as a matter of fact, although I imagine some- 
body can. 

^Ir. CoNYERS. Now members of the panel, let me move back to just 
a preliminary point because I keenly appreciate the work you have 
done and I don't intend to go into a lot of questions about why we 
got into the problem. 

I think you have done it in a very skillful and impartial way. I 
realize, I want to say, that it is a sensitive kind of evaluation you were 
called upon to make and it is very easy to cross the line where we are 
getting into poHtical or partisan considerations and the like. From 
what I have been able to see of your prehminarj- work in this evalua- 
tion, I think you have very skillfully avoided that kind of controversy. 

Now, a threshold question. You are the Committee on Research on 
Law Enforcement and Criminal Justice in the National Academy of 
Sciences. Let's go into your history for just a moment so that the 
record reflects how you came into being and precisely what else you 
do besides this very important work that we are discussing with you. 

Dr. KRISLOV. Well, we were created in order to carry out this 
evaluation. We were created with the LEAA contract. 

In addition to that and at the same time a panel was estabhshed to 
answer the question of what do we scientifically know about deterrence 
and that panel is headed bv Professor Blumstein and its report and 
ancillary papers will be published by the Academy this fall. 
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Since then we are carrying out the proCTam that we recommended 
to a certain extent. We established a panel that will deal with what do 
we scientifically know about rehabilitation and rehabilitation tech- 
niques and that is headed by Prof. Lee Sechrest of Florida State 
University. 

The panels have overlapping membership with the main committee. 
Now, the committee will carry forward, we believe, establishing a 
Panel on court congestion under a grant from NSF-RANN. 

The committee was originally estabhshed for an ad hoc purpose, 
like many other committees it is continuing. It will continue as long 
as we think there is some good scientific program to pursue. 

Let me say a couple of words about the way in which the Academy 
works. First of all I think you should know that members of the 
committee serve only for expenses and that in fact the rules of the 
Academy preclude the members of the committee getting any personal 
research money, not just salary, but personal research money out of 
its work. 

So in a sense people donate their time in response to the responsi- 
bility, prestige, and type of problems and type of people that you get 
to work with. 

Mr. CoNTEHS. Sure. 
Dr. KRISLOV. I think that is one point. 
Second, in terms of, you asked about our histories, the committee 

was sensitively selected to include some people who are in the criminal 
justice area such as Professor Blumstein, Professor Wolfgang who 
testified yesterday, knowledgeables. 

But I, for example, am not in the area of criminology. I have never 
appUed for a grant from the Institute nor am I likely to. My field is 
the judicial process. I did serve as editor of the Law ana Society 
Review, which publishes quite extensively in this area, for 5 years so 
I am knowledgeable about the research but it is not intrinsically my 
own area. 

The committee, in other words, is selected to not be a self-serving 
committee, although we did not exclude individuals with long-standing 
commitments in the criminology field because we needed their wisdom 
and their judgment. 

Mr. CoNTEHS. Very good. How old is the committee? 
Dr. KRISLOV. It is now 2 years old. 
Mr. CoNYERS. Who made the appointments, how, roughly, did they 

come about? 
Dr. KRISLOV. I think Professor White would probably be better  
Mr. CoNYERs. They were issued from on higii? 
Dr. KRISLOV. Yes; but she wiU describe on nigh to you. 
Dr. WHITE. I am the only one here who is an employee of the 

Academy. The Academy makes the appointments, they are approved 
through the procedures of the Academy and by the Governing Board 
of the Academy. 

Dr. KRISLOV. Which means that about six or seven hands and levels 
are in there. The staff actually is selected first. The Executive Com- 
mittee of the Assembly of Beliavioral and Social Science is involved 
and then the governing board. All of those processes go on. I guess I 
was the first member of the committee selected. 1 tliink so at any rate. 
I will never know for sure. And some bargaining then goes on that 
way, too. 

94-928—77 G 
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Mr. CoNTTERS. There are at least two other members of the com- 
mittee here, so I am going to ask only one question and reserve others 
when we come back on the second round. 

To what extent is there a criminal justice research community in 
existence now, how do you envision it developing, and how can we in 
Congress facilitate this responsible development? 

After all, that is the idea behind the Research Institute and LEAA, 
that at least some of us envisioned that this would happen. It didn't 
happen but it also puts us on to a larger question of what kind of 
community is out there anyway? 

The advisory committee panel within the Justice Department may 
well abort the Institute or maybe even LEAA for all w^e know. The 
newspaper reports divulge something almost daily on this question. 
So I think that this gives us a larger focus from which to operate, too. 

Dr. SCHWARTZ. I would like to respond to that question. 
There has been over the last decade the <levelopment of a very 

substantial community or perhaps it would be more accurate to say a 
large number of people who have involved themselves in research in 
the criminal justice area. 

This is an important part attributable to the magnitude of fimding 
that has come through LEAA. The President's Crime Commission 
spurred great interest in this and recruited some very fine researchers, 
social scientists, lawyers, and others who were concerned about the 
problem. 

There was good planning at the outset. But I don't think that it is 
quite accurate at this point to say that there is a satisfactory com- 
munity. There are a number of organizations that have developed 
which tried to put together, to bring together the people who are 
involved in tliis field, but they come from a wide diversity of back- 
grounds. And they lack for the most part what the historians of 
science now describe as a paradigm, that is, a model which would 
provide satisfactory direction for their research. 

And here I think the Federal effort is extremely important in that 
it could provide a setting in which to facilitate the ilevelopment of 
that kind of a model. It could provide not a single theory, but a 
continuing reading on the state of knowledge in the field such that 
researchers could be guided by that kind of an understanding such 
that research would be cumulative in that it would contribute to the 
evolution of that kind of a model. 

And I think given a subject as vast as the criminal justice area and 
given interested people of such diversity of backgrounds, it may well 
be that only a satisfactory effort by the Federal Government could be 
capable of comprehending and undertaking that kind of a task 
satisfactorily. 

You have already heard some of the reasons why the National 
Institute of Law Enforcement was not able to do that. I don't think 
that they should be faulted for their failure; 10 years in the history of 
a research field is a relatively short period of time. They did make 
valuable contributions in some ways. Some of them negative in that 
they showed us some blind alleys. 

But I think that what we now need is at the Federal level a center 
or focus which would work between the pure and applied areas, and 
assist scholars around the country towara the development of model 
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that would ask the right questions and direct us toward finding the 
satisfactory answers. 

Mr. CoNYERs. Well I thank you. 
Now as I approach this subject, the only thing I see out here across 

the horizon is, one, individual scholars, and two, clusters of scholars 
in universities. And that is about it. 

My vision disintegrates beyond that point. I mean, who is out 
there in the criminal justice research community? 

I mean, can we name organizations or bodies? Please. 
Dr. KRISI-OV. Yes; well what is it, the association, or council of 

State courts. National Center for State Courts, which 1 think is a 
very valuable structure and one that is getting stronger. 

Institute for Court Management, as a matter of fact the distin- 
guished chah-man doesn't remember but I had breakfast with him 
and Leonard Weinglass at a conference sponsored by the Institute for 
Court Management. 

I think a very bad conference, but one that served some other 
purposes. 

Mr. CoN'TERS. I do recall the good breakfast at the bad conference. 
Dr. KRISLOV. And American Society for Criminology is mentioned. 

Our own—Law and Society Association. 
There are, I am trying to remember the name. National Legal Aid 

Defenders Association, the Vera Institute, which is certainly both 
successful and prestigious. The National Center for State Courts is a 
product of LEAA and is one of their successes I must say. 

Mr. CoNTERS. I am trying to cut my questioning off but, look, 
couldn't it be argued, and you are as impartial a body as we will ever 
see before us, can it be argued that some of them did come in with 
vested interests? 

I mean, when you begin to look behind this, just like the SPAS 
formed their big union and they meet and confer on how they are 
going to divide the bread and frustrate the Congress. Don't to some 
ext«nt these organizations have some form of self-interest? And I 
don't mean to suggest that everybody must come in pristine and totally 
clean, but when you begin to examine it, some of these folks have a 
particular focus. 

Can these organizations do research and at the same time be divested 
of any inherent self-interest? 

Dr. KRISLOV. Well, let me have a shot and I am sure the others 
will too. 

I think inevitably you are correct, that people and organizations 
come in with self-interests. And it is very clear that some of the money 
here, nominally allocated for research, for example, ends up being 
used for administration of the organization and so on. 

Our answer to that is to establish a broad base independent advisory 
board where there just would be too many people to cut up the pie. 
Establish a public, responsible independent board, to establish in 
addition a system of peer and user committees which to some extent 
will be jealous of each other and will argue the various cases. There 
will be enough people on any one issue to rise above self-interest. 

Most individuals do not come in with a strict pork barrel operation, 
particularly when you give them a guideline that emphasizes validity, 
research and so on. It is very difficult to disguise your motives if you 
are arguing for a very weak project. 
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We also are asking; for technical evaluations of the projects whichr 
^v^ll be before the committees that would assign it. I think that is— 
I think your point is well taken and that is exactly why we believe 
that there has to be a well developed advisorj' system. 

After all, this is not the first research organization in the history 
of the world. If you let it be run by the in-house staff, then if a prestig- 
ious organization such as, for example, the National Legal Aid and 
Defenders As.sociation, puts in a proposal which is second rate but 
pa.ssable, the staff is inclined to say, well, maybe it is a second-rate 
proposal but such a grant helps build our constituency. 

I thmk that is what you are talking about, you want to avoid that. 
Mr. CoNYERS. What might be developing now is a new approach 

that has never occurred to me before, which is that maybe we shouldn't 
have a research arm inside of LEAA because of the in-house conflicts 
that inevitably arise. 

Maybe we should keep all of these research bodies developing with- 
out any pretext that we can keep it depoliticalized suflBciently to make 
it any good. 

Is that a possible alternative? 
Dr. KRISLOV. Which is what, to abandon the research effort? 
Mr. CoNYERS. To abandon the research arm within LEAA and 

continue the development of a body of criminal justice research in the 
broader community. Which could tie into the National Academy of 
Sciences for example. 

Dr. KRISLOV. Well, we don't do that so  
Mr. CoNYERS. Or in some way the NIMH patterns we have going in 

medical or other areas. Has that been considered? 
Dr. SCHWARTZ. Yes; and separation from LEAA is one of the rec- 

ommedations of the Committee for just the reasons that the chairman 
has set forth. 

Mr. CoNYBRS. That is your ultimate recommendation, as a matter 
of fact. 

Dr. vScHWARTZ. Yes. 
Dr. KRISLOV. Yes; we say independent organization, we think within 

the Justice Department, although Justice itself is sort of disclaiming 
any role, at least I read the same number of stories that the chairman 
does. 

But we think there are advantages to its being within Justice and 
to having relationships with LEAA. Working with LEAA's Technolo^ 
Transfer Division, having a partnership witn it, but independent of it, 
yes. 

Dr. BLUMSTEIN. May I say something on the politicization aspect 
of the research? 

There is no way that you will keep ideology out of any individual 
researchers. But the—normally you keep a pursuit of self-interest 
whether that  

Mr. CoNYERS. You wouldn't keep ideology out of the research or the 
researcher? 

Dr. BLUMSTEIN. The researcher. 
Mr. CoNYERs. But you can keep it out of the research? 
Dr. BLUMSTEIN. You can keep it out of the research through the 

process of the research community serving as a check on each other in 
terms of the quality and integrity of their finilings. 
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Let me just say something very briefly about the operation of the 
Panel on Research of Deterrent and Incapacitation Effects which is 
the subpanel of this committee. 

There were people on that panel who came at the question of deter- 
rence from very different prior perspectives. Our task was looking at 
the quality of research, and in all the discussions of that panel the 
issues were what has each researcher shown, how well founded was 
what he has shown, and the panel indeed continually focused on the 
validity of the findings, and there was no attempt to negotiate which 
ideological stance we all wanted to take. 

And it is that process that continues among the community that 
miist be fostered, and it must be fostered by bringing together that 
community of scholars which adheres to the fundamental ethic of the 
research process which argues that the findings must be supportable 
and verifiable by other researchers. 

Mr. CoNYEKS. Excuse our interruption but there is a motion to go 
into committee of the whole so we will recess for a few minutes. 

[Recess.] 
Mr. CoNTERS. We discussed during the recess the notion that there 

might not be any particular leader in bringing such a community into 
more enlarged and visible existence, that it might just happen in the 
jimible of other groups and organizations merely participating. 

Was that the impression we got in our discussion? 
Dr. KRISLOV. I hope that it was a little bit more organized. We do 

believe that the institute can be a crystalizing agency for that. That 
is, it has its particular focus. It is different from the NSF's focus, which 
is pure research, or NIMH, which is a different kind of applied 
research, really. 

And iif the institute had strong leadership and leaders that were 
prominent and respected in the research community, it would perform 
a role that it has just barely begun to do. We would argue, I think— 
and I think most Members of Congress would, particularly in this 
kind of sensitive agency, you don't want one approach dominating, 
pluralism here is very useful. 

But we do believe the institute has that potential, and in some ways 
has moved in that direction. It's come a long way. It's just that there 
was so much further it could have been. 

Mr. CoNTERS. Mr. Walker. 
Mr. WALKER. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I would first of all like 

to thank the Academy's Committee for the work they have done, and 
the report they have before us. 

I share the chairman's opinion that I think it gives us one of the 
better bases I have seen from which to work, and that is certainly very 
helpful. 

1 understand what you have said in the report generally. Can it be 
summed up that you Believe as a group that if we can't research crime 
into oblivion, at least we can produce with research, a reduction in 
crime? Is that a fair statement? 

Dr. SCHWARTZ. I think that is a fair statement, that the long-range 
eft'ect of better understanding of crime, mechanisms bj' which it is 
generated and the efforts by which—that can be made toward its 
control, can lead to bringing this problem under better control. 
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Mr. WALKER. Congress is basically a kind of a problem-solving 
group of people. I mean, that is what we are primarily interested in— 
getting problems solved. 

Therefore, what you are saying is that the priority that Congress 
should concern itself with here is that if we appropriate money for 
research in the crime area, the end result will be a reduction in crime? 

Dr. SCHWARTZ. That Ls a reasonalbe assumption. 
Mr. WALKER. It seems to me that if that is the case, you are getting 

into the whole area that this is a public policy decision that has to b« 
made, that it is a priority that has to be set within the public policy 
area. 

Then I come to question a little bit this whole business of whether or 
not the fact tViat j'ou introduce politics ruins the integrity of the 
research being done, because in all honesty, once you get into the 
public policy arena, you get into politics. 

It seems to me that you cannot get out of the idea that as soon as 
you expend public funds to meet certain priorities, that you are getting 
mto the public—you are getting into the political arena. 

And il^ what you are saying is that that kind of pohtics ruins the 
intergrity of the research, I wonder if we don't have an imsolvable 
dilemma here. 

Dr. KRISLOV. We all have answers, but let's start here. 
Mr. WALKER. Fine. 
Dr. SCHWARTZ. And I think these answers mav be different in fact. 

The committee has not really adopted, to my knowledge, a definite 
position on this issue. 

Therefore, I feel free to talk as an individual on it, and would say 
this: I think that it is not only inevitable, but also desirable that the 
will of the people as rellected by Congress, be represented in the de- 
velopment of programs of research in this area. 

But I think that there is a danger that a research program can be 
wrecked by undue fluctuations in day-to-tlay concerns, considerations 
of immediate needs and so forth, and that an Institute of this kind 
should be developing long-range strategics and plans of research, 
enunciating major questions in the field, and that there should be a 
mechanism by which the Institute can regularly make known its in- 
clinations, its directions, to the Congress, and take direction and advice 
from the Congress—we thought primarily through the mechanism of 
the AdHsory Committee. 

Dr. BLUMSTEIN. Let me address another facet of that. There is no 
question but that the decisions we make with regard to the control of 
crime are inherently political. They represent major value differences 
among diflorent parts of the population, and there is no desire to make 
that a scientific question. 

The hope is that the judgment that is e.vercised in making those 
political judgments will be much better informed if we have better 
information on what effect different crime-control strategies have on 
crime. 

Right now, we are still abysmally ignorant about what works under 
what circumstances. Different people have very strongly held opinions 
of what they think works. But different people differ considerably on 
liioje opinions, and what the research program should be doing is illu- 
jiinating questions so that the political decisions can be much more 
jarpl'' 
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And in many cases, I snspect we will see much more convergence of 
people who now come from different political postitions. Once they 
know what the facts are in terms of the effects of altering crime control 
strategies. 

I think the research agenda must be oriented to achieve that. The 
research cannot be directed to provide politicallv desirable answers in. 
terms of showing that "X" works. The research must be directed at 
finding out what effect "X" has. 

And once we know that, then the political process can trade off the 
benefits in terms of crimes re<hiced against the costs in terms of budget 
costs, as well as the inevitable individual liberties that get lost in all 
attempts to control crime. 

Dr. KRISLOV. Let me answer a third a.spect. Let me u.se the medical 
analogy, although I know if we pursue it very strongly, we are dis- 
torting it. The decision to have a program to reduce disease is a 
political and public policy. I think Congress also may decide that it 
wants to spend more money on cancer than heart, or heart than 
cancer, because nobody really knows which is the major problem. 

After a period of time, I think it is legitimate for Congress to say 
what is the payoff and likelihood of the payoff to get into that question. 

But I take it nobody would argue that individual grants should 
come for a vote of Congress, and not just because you don't have the 
time to do it, but because it would re])resent a chaotic and noncon- 
structive research program. It is bad. It's a bad research strategy, 
not just a bad way of using up your time. 

And I think the analogy is there, too. We have called for return 
to the crime control focus so that Congress will have, after a period 
of time, a way a saying, now look, what have you contributed—not 
has that reduced crime, because it wouldn't have been implemented 
yet—that you have reasons for believing will reduce crime? 

I don't know whether that period is 10 or 20 years, incidentally, 
but I think it would be a legitimate question each year. And if they 
couldn't answer it after a period of "X" years. Congressmen would 
have to decide. Then they would start cutting the juogiam. 

But as individual Congressmen call up, or if, for example, they 
decide that people who contributed to the Riot Commission reports 
are radicals who shouldn't be given grants, or conversely, maybe 
somebody who advocates certain kinds of punishment also is persona 
non grata for possibly the kinds of punishment advocated, and there- 
fore, they can't be researchers, that is just the intrusion of not the 
kind of question you are talking about—the policy question—but 
politics in the bad sense of the term, personal politics that has nothing 
to do with the public policy issue. 

I think you can separate out some of the elements, some of which 
the public has a right to demand accountability on, and some of which 
it can't. Results is where it would come. 

Mr. WALKER. YOU have all raisetl a number of different aspects 
of some questions I was going to pursue, so if this is a little disjointed, 
forgive me, but there are a couple things I want to follow through on. 

I am not sure, but maybe I don't agree with you that perhaps this 
research should go on somewhere under the umbrella of the Depart- 
ment of Justice. But let me be the devil's advocate and say, as I 
understand your proposal, what you want to do is take it out from 
under LEAA,  and basically put it under the Attorney  General. 
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Well, I submit to you that the Attorney General is more political 
than is the Administrator of LEAA. Whether he has signofiF authority 
or not on the budget, he is going to direct that budget one way or the 
other under that Attorney General, who is far more susceptible to 
the pressures of the President, the political pressures of the lYesident, 
or to the political pressures coming down from Congress than maybe 
even the LEAA Administrator is. 

Yet, you have made a conscious decision to basically go, it seems 
to be, toward the more political side of the question, ratner than to 
keep it where it is at least insulated one tier down. 

Dr. BLUMSTEIN. It is not at all clear that being down in a bureauc- 
racy provides the insulation that you need. One consequence of moving 
one tier up is that it provides both greater stature and greater visibility. 

We were very much concerned about the issue of insulation from the 
short-run political pressures, and that was the reason that we ai^ued 
for a statutory advisory board. It's not at all clear that that woxild 
be sufficient. 

We feel very deeply that it must have that insulation, and the 
best solution we could come up with was that statutory advisory 
board. We would be very interested in pursuing other possibilities. 
But we believe that the insulation from that short-range political 
justification of its operations is very important. 

Mr. WALKER. Let me pursue here just a minute. Here is the kind 
of thing I am getting to. The Department of Justice has a number of 
obligations that fall to it, but essentially, it is the prosecuting arm of 
the Federal Government. Essentially, it provides that role of prose- 
cuter, and you know the functioning head of it is likely to see his 
role very much in that direction. 

Now, I suppose some of you are familiar with a study I have just 
heard about that correlates nutrition and criminal behavior. As I 
undei-stand, it's a fairly now study. 

I can't imagine, for instance, that an attorney general would be 
veiy enthusiastic aboue that kind of study being done with his money 
in his department, because it doesn't really get to the main element 
of his jurisdiction, and that is prosecuting crime. If we are talking 
about nutrition, I think he would say that, "well, shouldn't that be 
(lone over in Agriculture, and if criminal behavior is tied to it, well, 
then, they can send the information over to me." 

Is that the kind of research that is really going to be done as long 
as vou have the umbrella of justice? 

Dr. BLUMSTEIN. I think the argument is that there has to be 
pluralistic support within the Federal Government for research in 
this area. That is why we feel strongly that the program in NSF, for 
example, must continue, and indeed, be strengthened, and why we 
feel tlie program in the National Institute of Mental Health must 
continue and be strengthened. 

Let me take another kind of study that indeed may see more 
opposition from the Justice Department, and that is the kind of 
study that probes deeply into the limited ability of the criminal 
justice system to e.xercise control over crime, which may represent 
more of a threat than a waste of money to the Attorney General. 

And those are the kinds of stxidies that may indeed be much more 
difficult to take on within the Justice Department, but should be 
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very much of concern to NSF and to NIMH in their programs related 
to crime and justice. 

So we tlesperately need to maintain that pluralism to avoid a single 
monolithic, and thereby controllable, entity in this very political 
arena. 

Mr. WALKER. I can see the Attorney General getting rather en- 
enthusiastic about a study that is going to provide better statistics 
for the FBI, for instance, as Dr. Wolfgang testified yesterday-. I can 
see him saying, well now, we are going to get something out of that. 
Even though it's pure research now, that has some applicability for 
the future. But I can't see him getting very enthusiastic about 
nutrition. 

You know, it's basically his budget. Here is the kind of question we 
come down to. Now I understand that Mr. Caplan observed back in 
1975 that: "The single most important thing that could be said about 
those 7 years of research is that the3- have exposed how little we 
know." 

Now, we are talking about this whole business of priorities and 
spending and so on, you know. Then you get down to the question of 
whether or not that is a priority expenditure of funds, to continue to 
reveal how little we know about a field. You are going to have trouble 
justifying that again and again and again on Capitol Hill. I can assure 
you of that fact. 

Dr. KRISLOV. Let me just say that I personally, and I think the 
committee, feels that Mr. Caplan, in order to reduce expectations, 
defined a task in which he couldn't fail. And that was a mistake. 

I want to go back to your fundamental question, which is one we 
labored over a long time, and say that we think there are some trade- 
offs in being in Justice. That's where the action lies. 

And there are some disadvantages, also, that our ideal package— 
and we have several outlines—the Institute would be part of or 
would be alined within one administrative thing, with a Bureau of 
Criminal Statistics, that would develop its own integrity, its own 
research program, and one insulated in part from the Attorney General. 

Note that we insist that there be sign-off authority no matter what, 
whether it's in LEAA ,whether it's in Justice or out there. 

The problem that I see is, if you don't put it in Justice, it's an 
awfully small entity to be out there unprotected, given its vulnera- 
bility and the poUtical dimensions of the problem. 

Mr. WALKER. I made mention of that yesterday. With independent 
status you get the fire from everybody out there. 

Dr. KRISLOV. That's really one of the problems. To put it in either 
NIMH or NSF, which is acceptable, does result in other cripjjling 
things. NIMH is mentalistic, psychologically oriented. It ought to be. 
It ought to function in its proper role. NSF is interested in pure 
research. NSF-RANN has problems because RANN is not native to 
the NSF operation. 

So the alternatives to us seem to us to have costs. On tradeoffs, on 
an alternative arrangement, we want an Attorney General that is 
supportive. Now if we don't have that in the real world, it gets a little 
bit more complicated. 

But even whether it is in Justice or not, there has to be some 
independence, buffers, that are terribly important. 
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Dr. ScHWAHTz. Could I just add a bit to that? 
Mr. WALKER. Certainly. 
Dr. ScjfW'AETz. First. I think I want to underline the independence 

notion. The model that we had in mind was the NIMH in relation 
to HEW should be comparable to ND^E in relation to the Depart- 
ment of J^ist'if.e. That involves a tremendous amount of autonomy, 
independence, self-development and so forth, particularly, I think, if 
that can be establUhed early in the development of the institute. 

If Congress is now ready to reorganize the Institute and relocate it 
outside of LEAA but within justice, that would be a single event 
which would say there is now a new status. It would also involve, as 
Professor Blumstein pointed out, the raising of the status of the leader- 
ship so that the individual who headed it would presimnably be at the 
level of A-ssLstant Attroney General, and would have some clout 
within the department, and therefore be more able to provide that 
kind of independence. 

But there ^tiil is a danger, obviouslv—the danger that you pointed 
to is one of the most important, I think—namely that the Department 
of Justice Ls by its primary definition prosecution oriented. 

Nevertheless, I think a case could be made—and perhaps the case 
ought to be made to the Attorney General rather than to the com- 
mittee, since the Attorney General so far is rumored at any rate not 
to be particularly favorable toward the research—that a research 
function built into the Department of Justice could contribute very 
valuably to the fulfillment of the mission of that Department. 

It may well be that major contributions toward the control of crime 
can best be made by the modification of policy and development of 
strategy within the Department of Justice, that the Attorney General 
is the Cabinet officer who is most capable of developing that kind of 
national strategy, that that strategy might well consist in our focusing 
the criminal sanction on those crimes which are most serious, and 
which by consensus of the populace are believed to be most serious 
and most threatening to the welfare of the entire society, and that 
correspondingly there should be moves in the direction of reduced 
emphasis on a variety of minor ciimes, various decriminalization 
policies and so forth. 

As of now, prosecutors, not only at the Federal level, but in all of 
the States and localities, engage in an enormous amount of exercise 
of prosecutorial discretion as to what they will seek to apply the 
criminal sanction to. 

And my guess Is that depending on how they make those discre- 
tionary decisions, very serious results occur, either toward the greater 
effectiveness of criminal control or, alternatively, towards frittering 
away the prosecutorial and police resources on things that don't 
help very much. 

Wo need systematic research on that kind of a subject, and we need 
that research to have a payoff in policy terms. The likelihood that 
the policy effect will be achieved would, I would think, be far greater 
if this entity were located within the Department of Justice, although 
independent of its day-to-day policy—its day-to-day needs and 
concerns. 

Mr. WALKER. What you are saving is, maybe a study of whether 
or not a tough DA who jams the courts with all kinds of cases that 



SB 

can't be handled, may do the solving of crime a disadvantage rather 
than a service even though he is perceived by the pubhc to be tough 
against crime. 

Is that what you are saying? 
Dr. SCHWARTZ. Exactly" 
Mr. WALKER. Let me pursue just one other thing here that is 

kind of in the political realm, too, and gets us back to the ba.sic ques- 
tion about the relatioaship with Congress. 

That Is, it seems to me that your criticisms center a great deal 
around the fact that NILECJ at this point has done very little ia 
the way of long-range research and therefore there is a question 
about its integrity. 

But isn't it true that you may be evaluating them a little bit un- 
fairly, because Congress stressed in its initial legislation that it wanted 
problem-solving research out of this group. Yet from the research 
standpoint, from those of you who are research oriented to some ex- 
tent, you expect it to be doing the long-range kind of research, but 
to do that they would basically be violating the congressional mandate 
they now exist under? Isn't that the case? 

Dr. BLUMSTEIN. Part of their responsibility was to tell the Con- 
gress what they could do and what they couldn't do. Part of their 
research effort should, indeed, have been short range, helping improve 
the machinery in the courts. 

They should at the same time have told the Congress, and more 
particularly the Administrator of LEAA, "Don't count on us to solve 
the crime problem or to make a significant dent in the crime problem 
over the next few years." 

Had thej' been closely tied to a research community, had they been 
led by leaders that were sensitive to questions of feasibility of research, 
then they might well have been in a position to make clear to the Con- 
gress and to the higher levels in the Justice Department what they 
could do and what they couldn't do. They would have made it clear 
that there were certain requests the Congress laid on that were not 
deliverable. 

There was one recent request from the Congress to provide infor- 
mation on the impact of new sentencing bills on prison populations. 
The initial request was to provide it, I oelieve, by this June. In the 
discu.ssions on the floor, there was a request to hold that for 3 
months, that it couldn't be provided by June; give them until Septem- 
ber to provide it. 

But it turns out that that kind of information isn't going to be 
available for a long time, because we know that when tne criminal 
justice system gets a big input, or when there is a big backlog of 
people in prison, judicial behavior changes. 

So that it's a very complicated question, and someone should have 
been there to tell the Congress: Don't expect those answers in .3 months 
or 6 months. Here is what we can tell you. And if you now provide 
some basis for waiting a while, then here is what we will be able to 
tell you after that. In the meantime, we will tell you the best we 
know, but don't think you are going to get the answers to the ques- 
tions you asked, because they are not feasible. 

Mr. WALKER. In the real world, don't they perhaps jeopardize 
their own position by telling Congress, "Don't expect us to do that 
which you want us to do?" 
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Dr. BLTnisTEiN. I think they jeopardize their position even more 
if they fail to tell the Congress that it can't expect to get something, 
but in the meantime, provitie the Congress with the best it can. That 
is very different from telling the Congress, "Sorry, we won't deal w^ith 
your question." 

Mr. WALTER. I guess what I am saying is that you come back to 
where I started, and that is the whole question of priorities. Because 
at that point. Congress may make a judgment that if they can't do 
any more than that, then I wonder if it's worth the funding that we 
are putting into it. 

Dr. BLUMSTEIN. Congress may make that judgment and that is 
a risk that the program has to take. But I would argue that any in- 
stitution that spends $15 billion a year, as the U.S. criminal justice 
system does, ought to be spending a reasonable portion of its budget 
to learning about the impacts it has. 

And a Congress that is as concerned about crime as this Congress 
appears to be would, I would hope, find it very much in its interests 
to spend some small tens of millions of dollars to find out about the 
effect of the thines we do about crime. 

So that I would think that that kind of punitive response would 
be extremely shortsighted and not very desirable. 

Mr. WALKER. Maybe I, somewhat unfairly, believe—but never- 
theless, I have expressed it on a number of occasions—that the first 
function of the bureaucracy on Capitol Hill is self-preservation. 

So, therefore, they will bring to Capitol Hill those things which 
they think will result in self-preservation—the additional income with 
which to operate for another year, in hopes that next year they will 
be able to protluce something better for Congress. I think that that's 
the kind of role we may see in the overstatement that takes place. 

Dr. WHITE. May I speak to that? 
Having looked at the research program in great detail, it is clear 

that that is exactly what the Institute has done over the years; it's 
responded to Congress in this way. It has brought—has produced a 
lot of books, for example, that are supposed to be used by the practi- 
tioners, and so forth. And as far as we can tell, they aren't. But the 
Institute has produced these books because I thought that is what 
Congress wanted to see—a nice, slick product that could be put be- 
fore the Congress. 

I would really hope that the drafting of legislation would take 
account of this. I understand what you are saying as far as the polti- 
ical reahties are concerned, but I would really hope that you would 
look at the excessive specificity that is in the legislation now telling 
the Institute to do a whole variety of things—hardware, et cetera— 
and which really in the end put the Institute in a position of constantly 
responding to what Congress wants to do, instead of being permitted 
to sit back and build a research program. 

Mr. Walker. I come back to the point I made just briefly yesterday 
and that is that Congress has a very diflScult time being research 
oriented because the research which we have done for us by our staff 
here, by the staffs in our oflSces, tends to be very short-term research. 

Somebody asks a question, and we want an answer. An idt can't 
be an answer we get 6 years from now; it has to an answer we need 
tomorrow. 
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So, therefore, Congress tends to react from our own experience in 
many instances. 

To ask|it to react differently in this case—and we mentioned NSF 
and some of these groups yesterday, Congress has a diiBcult time to 
incorporate that. And it's going to be difficult, it seems to me, to draft 
legislation which reHects an attitude that is totally imfamiliar to con- 
gressional experience. 

Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
Dr. KRISLOV. Let me say a word on that, though. 
I think that I am sjTnpathetic to what you are saying, and as a 

political scientist I am aware of what you are saying. And one of our 
purposes is to argue with Congress and try to make it more imder- 
standing of research. 

When you say an organization has a desire for self-preservation, I 
would say to it that at some point the directors have to realize that 
if they are overobliging and if in the process they sell the Institute 
short in the interest of self-preservation, they are ultimately going 
to come a cropper. 

And that there has to be enough integrity in the director and struc- 
ture of a research organization to say: If you want an extension of 
the legislative reference service, create it. Don't call it a national insti- 
tute and call it a research program, because it won't meet those 
criteria. 

How he says that, the skill he brings to it, there are different ways 
of coping with that. 

He might create an office that satisfies those day-to-day demands, 
labeled "dirty research," or something like that—"quick and dirty.' 
But don't interfere with my real research program. 

I don't know what he does; but at some point he has to be honest 
enough to tell you: I can't do that, and if we fail, we fail. 

Certainljr you wouldn't e.xpect somebody to come in tomorrow and 
say, We will cure the common cold in a year. It would be rather fool- 
hardy. There is no real i)rospect of its happening. Yet if somebody 
could promise that, I take it that Congress would give one of the 
health institutes almost any amount of dollars at this point. 

Mr. WALKER. I am not sure that the common cold is the best ex- 
ample, but I do think that we have had some proposals over the 
years around here that have said, "Give us the money, and we will 
cure the common cold within a year." I mean, we near proposals 
around here like that all the time. 

If there is enough money, there is a solution. The question, of course, 
always comes to money. 

Dr, KRISLOV. And we don't take that position. Incidentally, this 
is a man-bites-dog report in that we say that the Institute, having 
demonstrated that it can't spend its money very well, ought to have, 
if not a cut, at least a standstill so that inflation amounts to a cut. 

We think the problem ultimately probably will justify expenditure 
of quite a bit more money. But until it can demonstrate that it spends 
its money wisely, we don't think Congress ought to increase the ap- 
propriation. 

Mr. COWERS. This is very interesting, but I have to go back to 
the beginning of my colleagues' discussion period when I thought I 
heard an assurance from this panel that we could reduce crime through 
research. 
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Dr. KHISLOV. An assurance, no. We believe it can be done. 
Dr. SCHWARTZ. I think the phrase, Mr. Chairman, was a reasonable 

assumption. 
Mr. CoNYERS. You gave us then an assurance that you believe 

that through research crime could be reduced. 
Dr. KRISLOV. Wide use of research. We don't believe the research 

per se will do it, but the information that research produces will be 
of use; yes. 

Mr. CoNYERS. Well, then, of course, I am just wondering why we 
are getting out on this branch, because it may be held against re- 
searchers lor years to come in the future. 

It's contingent, first of all, upon being administered soundly, upon 
the state of where crime goes. Who knows where we would be? 

Why do you have to commit, in the name of all people, that research 
in criminal justice will reduce crime. I mean, here we go again. 
Your report just pointed out that that was where the Institute went 
afoul, when they started a research—a crime-reduction tai^et. 
And you point out, I think carefully and accurately, that that headed 
them into a no-win position. 

And I fear that this kind of an even quasi-commitment is not 
only unrealistic, although it may be possible, but it's not wise. 

We are again putting research in the bind of having to produce 
something in connection with red\iction of crime. And I am convinced 
that hardly anybody knows where we are going to go in this area, 
and where we are going to end up—even with good research. 

One attorney general could thwart the whole thing. You could 
have libraries full of the best research, establish a research community 
second to no other research commxmity in the country, anything could 
happen—beautiful—but we could still not be directly reducing crime 
rates. 

Dr. KRISLOV. We do not say, in fact we were against it, that crime 
rate is not the test of the effectiveness of the research program of 
the Institute. But the research program, it seems to us, ought to at 
least be capable, ought to develop information that would help in 
the reduction of crime and that that ought to be the test, or there ia. 
no justification for the Federal involvement. 

Mr. CoNYERS. But there could be any number of other factors 
that could be causing a nonreduction in crime that would not impact 
on the validity  

Dr. KRISLOV. Absolutely. 
Mr. CoNYERS [continuing]. And accuracy of the research function 

going on. 
Dr. KRISLOV. The joy of this discussion is that it cuts right to the 

main points that we took a long time in laboring over. We absolutely 
agree with you. 

In other words, you do not judge a polio program by whether it 
reduced polio or whether—but by whether it was capable of doing it, 
the research part of it. Then somebody had to go inoculate people. 
If nobody inoculated people, that wasn't the fault of the researchers. 

We absolutely agree with you on that. 
Mr. CoN'YERs. If the Congress fails to deal wnth the mounting- 

question of unemployment and your research moves forward in a 
beautiful progression as we predicted, the crime rate probably will 
not go down. 
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Mr. CoNYERS. We can't come back and cut off the research arm 

because it didn't work. 
Dr. KRISLOV. Absolutely. Our report is in complete agreement with 

you. But we say to go from that to Caplan's argument that there is 
no relationship, that we should forget aoout it, that all we are inter- 
ested in showing is how little we know, means that there is no account- 
ability at all for the program. 

We are saying the test is exactly as you suggest. If they uncovered 
the right cause and then Congress didn't act, well, then presumably 
Congress would cut them off because they didn't like the answer. 
But the test is not whether the crime rate goes down, but whether 
the research could contribute to the reduction of crime. 

That is a little more complicated and might not prove to be easy 
to measure, but at least it has an end result that holds the feet of the 
Institute to some fire and must be there; or they are just going to 
spend money and say, we don't know anything. That is not desirable. 

Mr. WALKER. If the Chairman will yield. 
Well, I understand where you are going now. But now it seems to 

me what you are saying is that obviously if research comes up with a 
solution and we don't go forward and apply the solution, that is not 
the fault of the research or of the program. 

But before we make a priority commitment of ta.xpayers' dollars, 
shouldn't there be a reasonable assurance that what we are doing is 
not just an esoteric study, but that the final results of the research 
will point us in a direction, at least, of reducing crime? And that we are 
not just doing a lot of studies, psychological studies of criminals, that 
have no meaning in the final solution of reducing crime? 

I thought that was where we were. Is that essentially the point? 
In terms of defining the priorities for spending, what we are doing is 
trjring to find a way for reducing crime. 

Dr. BLUMSTEIN. I thought very hard when you posed that question 
of whether you can reduce crime, of how to respond to it without 
getting into the bind that the chairman thrust us mto. 

Ana I think Professor Schwartz' answer was very carefully stated: 
That indeed. No. 1, there will be a commitment to worry about 
things that will have some promise of reducing crime rates; but if 
those actions are implemented, the crime rates should be lower than 
they would otherwise be. 

And that's the problem in using the crime rate as a test of the re- 
search program, because so many States are involved in getting any 
programs implemented, No. 1; and so many other factors influence 
crime rate. 

But the target of the research should, indeed, be oriented at finding 
ways to deal better with crime. And if implemented, those results 
should, indeed, do better about dealing with crime than in the absence 
of that research. 

Mr. CoNYEBS. Couldn't I add on to it, with your agreement, that 
the random selection of esoteric subjects would be a point of the un- 
reliability of the operation of the research function itself? 

I mean that would demonstrate that thej' are not about the business 
for which they were created, in and of itself, ii^ searches of that 
nature. 
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So that that to me, while it wouldn't decrease the crime rate, and 
certainly not increase it—probably wouldn't aggravate it any—but it 
would point out the weakness of the research function itself. But it 
certainly wouldn't be a test that we would use, or it wouldn't be 
used against them in any sense. 

What I am thinking now is that what we need to do is make sure 
that there is a sound philosophy that guides the research arm as they 
move forward in their projects and it isn't in isolation or randomism 
or just grabbing out in space. 

Dr. SCHWARTZ. I think the Chairman states it very well. There 
should be a coherent research program. That program should be 
broad enough so that it does not permit an easy assumption that the 
research that is being carried out, or the policies toward which that 
research directly points, represents the entire answer to the problem 
of crime; that there should be aspects of the research program that 
point to external factors, which are also the business of Congress to 
concern itself with. 

To put it anotlier way, this kind of a program should not be used 
as a sop, or as a final answer, or as a solution which can permit the 
Congress simply to stop worrj'ing about the continuing problem of 
the social causes of crime. 

Dr. WALKER. If the gentleman will yield further. It does seem to me 
that Congress does have as one of its functions not only drafting that 
legislation in the first place, but an oversight function in the end. 
Part of my question is: For what are we going to hold this research 
arm responsible, as to policy? 

When they come up here, they may come up with all kinds of studies 
none of which we will probably understand. I am sure I probably 
wouldn't understand a good portion of what was being done. Now, you 
know tlie research community may justify those studies very, very 
well, but what do we hold out as our oversight responsibility? What 
should we say to the agency  

"You are doing a good job; go ahead and continue doing it," or, 
"You have done a lousy job"—if, in fact, we don't have the proper 
guidelines? And it seems to me those guidelines have to be built into 
whatever legislation is drafted here. I am concerned that, if all we are 
dealing with is pie-in-the-sky kinds of theories that we are going to 
pursue with public money, we never will have a proper means in which 
to make oversight judgments. • 

Dr. BLUMSTEIN. I think you have that problem with research pro- 
grams in all aspects of the Federal Government. You are clearly 
prepared to put three-quarters of a billion dollars into the National 
Science Foundation without tlie mandate of these clear results. 

Mr. WALKER. But not without criticism. There is substantial 
criticism. 

Dr. BLUiifSTEiN. I appreciate that. We have research in virtually all 
other executive departments, and the link between the research and 
actual figures of merit and performance are always very tough to 
come by. 

And ultimately you are going to have to depend on the judgment 
of the researchers who obviously have vested—some of whom have 
vested interests; independent researchers brought together by the 
National Academy of Sciences, for example, that argue that, indeed, 
we are moving forward, and your own sense and the judgment of the 
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practitioners that they are getting something out of it, and your own 
sense that there is some output from this. 

Mr. CoNTERS. Now, this re-raLses the question of where an institute 
should lie, because if it goes into Justice, then we are going to have the 
whole Department of Justice structure and we are going to have one 
door in this building that says "Independent Research Arm, Immune 
to All Political Pressures." 

Dr. KRISLOV. Most political pressures. 
Mr. WALKER. And all budgetary pressures. 
Mr. CoNYERS. Yes; and that reminds me, as my colleague on 

Government Operations recalls, of the independent commission within 
the Department of Energy. Here we build this huge supersturcture 
and we put an independent commission that is going to make judg- 
ments that will overrule the Secretary of Energy and all of his assistant 
secretaries, the combined ERDA, the FPC, if some would have their 
way, and everybody else, and here is this little independent agency, 
you can bet, holding forth inside this superstructure. I think that I 
may have to do some reconsideration because I saw on an organiza- 
tional chart. "Department of Justice Institute, an independent re- 
search arm." It may have to be a little more removed, Because the 
line of questioning my colleague raises is going to be raised in the 
extreme here, because there is going to be a question of results. And 
we may not be able to overcome it, because crime is such an emotional, 
immediate political topic. 

Unlike medicine, we cannot fall back and say, "Well, this is a very 
complex subject. Politicans are regularly called upon to produce solu- 
tions to crime, and long-range, what we consider long-range or what 
we might even consider esoteric projects would soon become highly 
unpopular, maybe even vulnerable to the Department of Justice itself. 
So I re-raise in the light of this most recent discussion where we ought 
to locate such an institute, and also ask you at the same time, is there 
any place where we could find out where the S15 to $17 billion per 
annum on criminal justice is spent, and is there any evaluation or 
oversirfit. 

Dr. BLUMSTEIN. There is an annual volume of criminal justice 
expenditures which is partitioned by State, by police courts, prosecu- 
tion, corrections, and by Federal and local  

Mr. CoNYERS. But no evaluation. 
Dr. BLUMSTEIN. Of the aggregate amount, no. Just simply a budget 

reporting on those categories. 
Mr. CoNYERS. Well, it would not be inappropriate for you to tell 

us that we ought be be doing that. I would not feel offended if I got 
such a response back. 

Dr. KRISLOV. Let me point out that there is a tension between the 
two arguments that both the Congressman from Pennsylvania and 
the chairman made. That is that on the one hand you are arguing for 
more independence because of the integrity of the research program, 
and on the other hand you are arguing for less independence and more 
accountability because of the sensitivity of the social issue. I think 
that is an important point to make, that we agree with both parts of 
that tension; that is, we do not believe that the research program 
ought to be handed over on a golden platter to researchers, that is 
there is enough of a social responsibility, social accountability, so that 
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the research program has to exist with accountabilitj' and with give 
and take with the practitioners. 

That is the reason why we liave consistently throughout the report 
tried to buihl back in the users, and also have said that there ought to 
be tests we come back to Congress with. 

It is partly for that reason again that we said Justice is not a bad 
place, for locating the Institute, although, it is not an ideal place. Let 
me point out that independence is not so strange to Justice, as political 
as it is, that at least let us say on decisions to prosecute in the criminal 
area, there is a tradition of the Assistant Attorney General or Solicitor 
General resisting the Attorney General. It did not just develop with 
the Special Prosecutor. There have been Solicitors General who have 
resigned in protest, and so on. 

Mr. Co.NVERS. Well, I am sorry you brought up that example. I 
would argue that the Solicitor General's independence is built into the 
law, but 1 could give you far too many examples  

Dr. IvRisLOV. No question. No question. But notice that you also 
want the research program to reflect, over a long period of time, we 
do at any rate, over a long period of time, public sentiment. We do 
not want it subject to day-to-day fluctuations. 

Mr. CoNTERS. Certainly. 
Dr. KRISLOV. And, therefore, I am not going to argue too much, 

because if it turns out that the political realities are that the Depart- 
ment is hostile to research, I think we would have to rethink our 
position anyway. But notice that jou want it independent, but not 
too independent. 

Mr. CO.NYERS. Well, this orphan does not have any home what- 
soever. Let us not get too critical. 

Two quick questions and I will yield to the gentleman from Missouri. 
Crime statistics: Should it be kept in the FBI, moved into the 

Institute, moved to some other central location, or what? 
Dr. BLUMSTEIX. The reciommendation of the committee is that the 

whole criminal justice statistics function be brought together with 
the research institute because the statistics are an important part of 
the research function. The research findings should illuminate what 
kind of statistics we want, and our recommendation was that the 
single institute have the whole statistics fimction together. 

Mr. CoNYERS. Would it not give more impartiality to this statistic- 
gathering function if it indeed were separate even from the Institute? 
I mean, the Institute becomes a big department that would be gather- 
ing and calling the shots on statistics—I am sure they would be 
impartial, but that would give them a very special responsibility, and 
it really changes them a little bit from what tiiey start off to be doing. 

They become now a Government agency like the Department of 
Statistics and the Labor Department, and it could almost function 
somewhere else separately. And we are not asking for any opinions on 
that. That is a purely collection-gathering, administrative function, 
and I would like you to think about that possibility. 

Dr. BLU.MSTEI.V. Our argument was that that closest place to put it 
was where the research program was. And to the extent that we can 
insure the integrity of the research program, which we feel is necessary, 
then, that same integrity ought to be visited upon the statistics 
program. There should be no conflict of interest with anj- preconceived 
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labor Statistics as a setting where  
Mr. CoNYERS. Another poor example, I warn you. We have—Well 

I do not want to tell you about the way they keep unemployment 
statistics. Shall we count the ways? I happen to know in detail how 
that process has been compromised year after year, administration by 
administration, over the last 10 years. It is a tragedy. 

That p)robab!y is one of the most unreliable statistics coming out of 
Washington—the number of people unemployed in the United 
States—and the one least believed; quite appropriately so, because we 
know they do not count the million kids that drop out. It is all a 
census operation to begin with, and hard core unemployed that do not 
report that they are actively looking for work are not counted. I 
mean, it has been contrived now, obviously for the convenience of 
each succeeding administration. 

So, to me that would be the best argument to take it out of an 
institute. 

Let me ask you one final question, which deals with the whole notion 
of all of these soft- and hardware corporations that have walked away 
with M percent of the Institute's money. Does that not constitute 
some kind of compromise in and of itself in terms of explaining why the 
Institute never got off the ground? 

Dr. BbCMSTEiN. Let me comment on that. 1 think that of itself is not 
inherently bad. but I think one of the aspects of the administrative 
procedures of the Institute has been that it has ended up generating a 
research community that indeed was much more willing to respond to 
the kinds of daj'-to-day pressures to provide instant solutions. Vou are 
much more likely to find that responsiveness in a corporation that is 
out to ma.\imize sales volume than you are inacommunity of research 
scholars that is much more responsive to the kinds of pressures of their 
peers in terms of the tasks they are willing to take on. And that is 
why in particular you see much more of a contract organization body 
of researchers serving the Institute, in contrast to a much more 
scholarly commimity serving the NIMH program, which operates 
with very diflferent administrative procedures. 

Mr. CoNTERS. Well, I am sorry that you do not feel more worked up 
than some of us about the fantastic kind of relationships that de- 
veloped. 1 mean  

Dr. KRISLOV. Dr. White does. 
Mr. CoNYERs. OK, then I will yield to the lady. 
Dr. WHITE. Well, I was going to point out that going back in the 

history of the Institute, they had so much money when they started 
out that practically the only place they could put it were the existing 
contractors, FCRC's and so forth. Then others have developed to—I 
do not want to use this in a sense of exploitation—but to take ad- 
vantage of the money that was there. 

We did not really look closely we did not really know how we couhl 
within our resources at the question of how dependent some of these 
operations are on Institute money, but it certainly is an issue that we 
think is important and legitimate for the Congress to be aware of. 

Mr. WALKER. I just want to make one brief point, then I am done, 
\Ir. Chairman. 
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I would just come back to the point of how difficult it is 
to keep selling research kinds of projects to Capitol Hill. I was going 
through the annual report of NILECJj in which I came across this title 
of a project. I my.self could make quite a point on the House floor. The 
title,—$315,000 worth—^is a study on "Citizen Victimization in the 
Crime and Criminal Justice System." I could make quite a point that 
we know that there are victims of crime, and we are spending $315,000 
to find that out? 

This is the kind of thing that can almost be demagogued to death 
on the House floor whenever you are dealing with research projects. 
All you have to do Ls take that title and say that $315,000 is being 
spent for that, and just rip holes in a research project. I just point it 
out for whatever it is worth, but it is the kind oi point I was trying to 
get to a little bit ago. 

Dr. KRISLOV. That Ls really a problem in the educational function. 
Actually, the theory behind that study—I do not know that particular 
one—is that if we know more about the characteristics of victims and 
work backward, we can reduce victimization. 

Mr. WALKER. I am not questioning the legitimacy of the study at 
all. I am just saying there is one I could probably do at least 15 minutes 
if I had a mind on the House floor. 

Mr. ScHEUER. Do we really have to know more about the character- 
istics of victims? They are old, they are scared, they are weak and 
feeble, without a<lequate protection and they are vunerable. 

What more do you have to jnow about the elderly people in our cities 
who are imprisoned in their apartments? 

Dr. BLUMSTEI.V. It turns out that old people are very underrepresented 
as victims of crime. Part of the reason they are underrepresented is 
that they are scared and they don't go out. But they are there as 
victims. And the biggest victims are young black males. The real 
problem is that we all do have perceptions of what is going on, but 
those preconceptions are, often wrong. And many of our perceptions 
are different from each other's and sometimes even when we agree we 
may all be wrong. 

Mr. Co.NYERS. If the gentleman would yield, I was agreeing with my 
friend from New York until he brought the new information up, chang- 
ingmy view rapidly. 

Dr. BLUMSTEIN. But I think the critical issue is that we have to 
know and we have to know in detail. 

Mr. CoNYERS. Very interesting. The distinguished gentleman from 
New York and I have agreed to share the control of the Chair during 
these hearings, and I will turn the Chair over to him shortly. However, 
I first want to raise one question before we recognize the gentleman 
from Missouri who's been patiently waiting since his return. 

But the record of the Institute has in many ways been incestuous in 
terms of its relationship with the private consulting firms, many of 
which have no established criminal justice research capability, at 
least prior to their getting these long series of contracts. Was there 
any kind of evaluation made in your report on this? I mean these 
organizations, many of them started oft" at ground zero and many of 
them have almost a monopoly within the business on that. It's come to 
the attention of both these committees' time and time again that 
millions and millions of doUaiB were raked off. 
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I know of one study made of a police department and after the 

study was made the report was suppressed. It was a $1 million study. 
Not that the contracting group could do much about that. That 
flowed from other considerations obviously. 

But this has been noted time and time again before the Subcom- 
mittee on Crime. 

Dr. WHITE. We didn't have the resources to do any further investiga- 
tion other than when awards projects that were done by private 
research organizations appeared in our sample. And I can't say that 
we found anything different from any other kind of source of research 
as far as the quality of the research was concerned. 

But what we did do and what is available in the report and I think 
should provide some basis for discussion is develop data on the dollar 
amount that went to these various kinds of organizations over the 
years; it was an increasing proportion of the Institute's budget that 
went to these institutions. 

Mr. CoNYERs. Didn't you see the "Law and Disorder" and 20th 
Century Fund reports on some of these software operations? I mean 
they scored them time and time again for being really throw away 
kinds of research activities of no real substance, no depth, no objective. 

Dr. WHITE. I would have to probably agree although I can't say 
that I have looked at the same ones; but what they are saying about a 
particular group of researchers is what we have said about tiie entire 
sample we have looked at in which some of them were these organiza- 
tions, some were other researchers. 

Dr. KRISLOV. I'm sorry to say that that is correct. In other words, 
university-based research was not particularly better. The people 
who are selected in university places were not particularly better 
nor were academics more responsible than these organizations. That 
is to say, that there were ripoffs in both categories. That is the only 
honest answer to give. 

Mr. CoNYERS. Yes, but the universities didn't get large continuing 
grants. 

Dr. KRISLOV. That's correct. 
Mr. CoNYERS. I mean the universities at least pulled individual 

ripoffs. What we're talking about are the corporations that did multi- 
million annualized activities, and they were throwing out mediocre 
and bad reports one after another. In other words, it was clear there 
was no evaluation going on, but they were proliferated and, as a matter 
of fact, they occupied a major area to the extent that a good applicant 
couldn't even get in the door because they were not of a gloDal type 
corporate entity. 

Dr. KRISLOV. Yes, there we are in agreement with you. 
Mr. ScHEUER. In that connection, after you answer the Congress- 

man's question, can I ask specifically whether as a result of the 1973 
evaluation the Institute has been successful in developing evaluation 
methodology for criminal justice research? 

Dr. KRISLOV. Let me answer Mr. Conyers and I hope Dr. White 
can answer yours. We criticized those contracts, somewhat along your 
lines, that is that they exclude the individual one. But more impor- 
tantly we say that it keeps the Institute from feeling responsible about 
developing the program. 
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In other words, it delegates the real responsibility to a corporation 
or to in some instances a nonprofit research organization. The Insti- 
tute is supposed to be thinking about what a research program looks 
like and it turns this analysis over to someone else, and that doesn't 
work in fact. So we are in agreement that those contracts are undesir- 
able not because they turned out to be, in our sample at least, weaker 
research, but because they don't have the cumulative knowledge- 
building eflFects, and the Institute staff doesn't participate and under- 
stand what is going on, which is undesirable. So we do criticize it. 
We just did not find that quality difference that we would have 
tliought and that the 20th Century report assumes ought to be true. 

I guess our evidence is that at least in the short run the expected 
difference in quality didn't show up because apparently they hire 
good people. In the long run, though, we feel that a research pro-am 
would be hurt by too much reliance on contract research organizations. 

Mr. CoNYERs. That's better. 
Dr. KRISLOV. That is more accurate. 
Dr. WHITE. One thing we could say is that the large dollar amounts 

that went into some of these large contracts certainly didn't produce 
any greater quality than a number of smaller grants. 

Mr. CoNYERS. Right. In addition to all the other criticisms which 
I agree with, they had the effect of blocking anybody from getting 
into it. I mean when you're a large corporation of literally interna- 
tional dimension you can spin off applications for every conceivable 
l)ossible grant that is up and block a good team of a couple of profes- 
sors in some small university who just doesn't have the capability to 
file 200 applications across the line. 

Now to Mr. Schcuer's question. 
Dr. WHITE. AS I understand it, you're asking about whether the 

Institute has developed evaluation methodologies. I know they have 
a program directed toward that. 

Mr. SCHEUER. They were mandated in the 1973 act to do that, 
we're now uj) to 1977. Four years have passed, that is about 1,200 
days. 

Dr. WHITE. Right. The people in that program we found largely 
impressive to us. But the problem is that they had several different 
kinds of things that they were doing. One was impact evaluation, 
quite specific evaluations. One was developing model evaluation fjro- 
grams for SPAS and another was developing evaluation methodologies. 
We felt that the last one was most api)ropriate, in fact, probably the 
only approj)riate one for the Institute. 

I can't give you any specific response about how far along they are 
in that, but I would suggest that there are a couple of people at the 
Institute who could give you some good response on that. 

We felt the involvement in the other kind of evaluation—impact 
and model evaluation programs or SPAs—was very much a drain on 
the capacity of the Institute to do the appropriate thing, which is 
developing evaluation methodology. 

Mr. CoNYER.s. The Chair recognizes Mr. Volkmer, of Missouri, 
commending him on his longstanding patience, and yields the chair 
to Mr. Scheuer. 

Mr. VOLKMER. Thank yoii. I would first like to ask individually the 
panel—I'm sorry I wasn't here to hear all the testimony, if this has 
already been gone over, and I have basically before me your present 
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occupations. I would like to know have you individually, how much 
have you individually been involved in law enforcement? If ever? 

Dr. KRISLOV. I was a member for 2 or 'i years of the Minnesota 
Commission on Judicial Standards. I don't know whether you con- 
sider that  

Mr. VoLK.MER. That is for the judges, all right? 
Dr. KRISLOV. The judges. 
Dr. SCHWARTZ. I have been a teacher in the criminal justice area, 

but have not actively engaged in the law enforcement process. 
Mr. VoLK-MER. Have you been engaged in law school in any law 

enforcement courses? 
Dr. SCHWARTZ. Yes. 
Mr. VoLKMER. All right. 
Dr. BLUMSTEIN. I have never carried a gun on a beat. 
Mr. VOLKMER. NO; I'm not asking that. 
Dr. BLUMSTEI.V. But I got involved with the criminal justice system 

as the Director of the Science and Technology Task Force for the 
President's Crime (Commission. And that involved rather extensive 
involvement—riding in police cars and sitting in courts—so I knew 
what the system was about in at least half a dozen cities. I learned 
considerably from the variety of law enforcement officials who were 
part of the staff and the management of that Crime Commission. 
When r came to Pittsburgh, I was a member of the Regional Planning 
Unit of the Pennsylvania SPA and participated actively in the 
operation of that unit and have been involved in teaching a course on 
criminal justice jointly with David Craig, who was the former public 
safety director of the city of Pittsburgh. 

Dr. KRISLOV. In addition, Mr. Deskins was with the military police 
before he was a pro football player, now chairman of the Department 
of Geography, University of Michigan. Mr. Eidenberg was chairman 
of the Illinois Law Enforcement Commission. Charles Herzfield, now 
with I.T. & T., had been engaged in counterinsurgency planning. Chief 
Iglesburger was police chief at Dayton. And Colcman Young, I 
believe, was a sheriff prior to being mayor of Detroit. 

Mr. CoNYERs. No; that is not correct. 
Dr. KRISLOV. NO? He was in the police work, was he not? 
Mr. CoNYERS. NO; he was a State senator. 
Mr. KRISLOV. I have got that wrong, sorry. Anyway, as mayor of 

Detroit, he's involved in some police work. 
Dr. WHITE. I have done research for several years on police be- 

havior and spent a year observing in a police department during that 
time. 

Mr. VoLK.MEB. My other question is basic. What would be your 
opinions individually if we just decided to do away with the Institute 
period? The research. 

Dr. KRISLOV. I think it would be a mistake. By the way, I identified 
the fact that I don't do any research in criminal justice, 1 have never 
applied for a grant from the Institute and don't expect to. 

First of all, there is an investment and I think some things have 
happened. One of the points we made earlier was that there has been 
a beginning of an establishment of a research community, which has a 
multiplier effect. For example, there now are meetings of researchers 
in the area. I did attend the LEAA conference held here in Washington 



98 

last spring which brought out a remarkable number of people at their 
own expense, mostly, except for a few participants. I don't know the 
numbers but it was run last spring and was impressive. I was im- 
pressed, too. The Law and Society Association held a joint conference 
with the National Conference of State Courts, with that community 
of practitioners and reseachers. 

The Institute has been successful in at least starting such activities. 
And while we are critical of the research in saying it wasn't cost 
efficient, we don't want to create the impression that all of the projects 
were bad. There are some very important and good projects that 
have come about. 

I would think it's too early to give up. I don't preclude the possi- 
bility of Congress reaching that judgment after a period of time. I 
wouldn't rule that out, and one of the reasons that the report came 
back to the notion of reducing crime is that Congress ought to look 
at the Institute periodically and evaluate whether it has made a 
reasonable contribution toward our knowledge about crime. 

I would personally say it's premature to cut it oflF and it would be a 
mistake. 

Dr. SCHWARTZ. I believe that the Federal Government has an 
important role to play in encouraging research, in focusing on the 
issues, in acting as a catalyst for a criminal justice research community 
in the countir. 

And I think it would be very unwise at this time to surrender that 
role because I do not think it can be satisfactorily accomplished by 
any other agency that exists in the country. 

Dr. BLUMSTEIN. Let me make two points on that issue. 
I think that despite some of the problems over the past 8 or 10 

years, there have indeed been some important steps forward in 
starting to find out about crime and about what works in controlling 
crime. Some very important experiments have been undertaken like 
the Kansas City experiment, which had flaws and which requires a 
follow-on to correct those flaws. But I think that it would be very 
destructive of the progress that has been made to just cut it short. 

More fundamentally, I think that cutting short this research effort 
would be a symbolic step that says we really don't care to know about 
what affects crime. It w^ould be like saying: "Don't confuse us with 
the facts, we have made up our minds." And I think that would be an 
unfortunate step backward. 

Dr. KRISLOV. Let me add one more point to all of ours, and that is 
I think the Institute and LEAA generally have contributed to the 
data base and the knowledge in quite cost-efficient ways, and that on 
the whole I think the committee agrees with that judgment. That 
that has been an important contribution that can't be overestimated. 
It mustn't be underestimated and can't be overestimated. 

Mr. VoLKMER. All right. Now, the next thing, in evaluating these 
Erograms and research, can you name me some that perhaps have 

elped with the knowledge that's been obtained in that research with 
the prevention of crime? 

Dr. KRISLOV. People will differ on the individual ones, but I think 
the RAND detective study is an important one that gives us much 
more realism about deploying police forces. I think that—on the 
t«chnology end of it—the grant to the National Bureau of Standards, 
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which improved doors, which is a relatively small grant, is neverthe- 
less a contribution. It makes me feel better that I can at least buy 
the door. 

So that there are a number of projects. 
Mr. ScHEUER. On that particular problem, they gave a grant to 

an architect by the name of Oscar Newman to write a book about 
apartment house and home specifications for locks, doors, windows 
at apparently a very small expense. 

HUD—Department of Housing and Urban Development—put 
out a manual on what were the minimum requirements for security 
not only on hardware but on the planning of building lobbies, how it 
should be planned and what you should avoid in the way of small 
odd spaces where people could hide and so forth. 

So at very little expense a great deal could be accomplished. 
Mr. VoLKMER. Are you then saying that the direction should be to 

prevent crime you isolate yourself from the populace? 
Is that the way we prevent crime? 
In other words, if I put bars on all of my windows of my house, 

I'm not as susceptible to crime or if I put a metal door instead of a 
wooden door I'm not as apt to have somebody come into my house? 

Is that the way we want people to live. 
Dr. KRISLOV. NO; actually the door they recommend is indis- 

tinguishable from any normal door yet is more defensible, I mean 
harder to break into. 

Mr. VoLKMEE. That's a condemnation, that we have to design a 
door that is hard to break into. 

Dr. KRISLOV. Yes. If we could solve the social problem I think we 
would all be happier, but as we were indicating earlier, we don't 
think that is going to occur. 

Mr. VOLKMER. I would like to ask the chairman or the staff, since 
I am just a new member—can somebody tell me how much the Insti- 
tute has received in the time it's been in existence? 

Mr. ScHEUER. About $220 or $225 milUon, in that neighborhood. 
Mr. VoLKMEK. So far, what you have told me is what they have 

produced from that much money from the taxpayers of this country? 
Mr. CoNYERS. Would the gentleman yield briefly? 
Mr. VOLKMER. Yes. 
Mr. CoNYERs. One of the things we were going to ask this com- 

mittee to do is to submit to us a list of the projects that the Institute 
has engaged in over the last several years that they considered worthy 
or fairly successful. 

Mr. VOLKMER. And the results from that. It is great to have knowl- 
edge now. And one of the things that is basic with me is that I am 
going to have to live with crime for the rest of my life. It is just a 
matter of degree. I don't think we are ever going to prevent crime 
altogether. 

Dr. KRISLOV. Yes, we agree with that. 
Mr. VOLKMER. NOW, I would like to know—as the chairman has said, 

that would be of great help to me to make a decision, because when I 
decide down here on programs, I have to establish priorities. And 
whether that money—it would be well, sure, to spend all kinds of 
money if we had an unlimited supply. 
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But I have the viewpoint that we do not have an unlimited supph'. 
Dr. KRISLOV. We are in agreement with you, and we are not ad- 

vocates of the budget of the National Institute. That is, as I did 
point out, we are quite willing to give you a general estimate that the 
money should have been better spent. 

You know, it is really unfair to the Institute to ask us on the spur 
of the moment to come up with all of the projects, because we aren't 
familiar with all the projects. We only looked at a sample. 

Mr. VoLKMER. Can you, as the chairman suggested, perhaps in the 
future, come up with some evaluations of those programs and what 
they propose to have done? 

Ur. KRISLOV. Yes; but I am just saying that we are not the best 
salesmen or even a fair salesman for the Institute. That is, they coulil 
come in and tell you in greater detail. 

One of their products—I don't want to sell them short even though 
we have criticized them very heavily. 

Mr. VoLKMER. You could work with the Institute. Perhaps they 
could come up and give you first what they feel are the best programs, 
and then you can evaluate those rather than going through every one of 
them. 

Dr. KRISLOV. Yes. 
Mr. VoLKMER. They could also give you the list of those they 

don't feel have done any good. They ought to be able to do that, too. 
They ought to have some idea  

Dr. KRISLOV. Let me just say that we have come to the conclusion 
that their product was not worth the money. On the other hand, 
we are not saying their product wasn't worth anything. 

Mr. VOLKMER. I agree on that. Usually, you \vm find some good 
in a lot of things. But again, it is cost effectiveness, priorities, what- 
ever you want to call it. 

Thank you very much. 
Mr. ScHEUER. On the research agreements program, which I am 

sure you are familiar with, three or four institutions—RAND, North- 
western—were given $600,000 or $700,000 to look at rehabilitation, 
deterrence, econometric models, and so forth. 

I take it these were sort of think tanks. They just turned them 
loose with the vaguest guidelines. How has that worked out as a 
procedural mechanism? 

Dr. KRISLOV. It varied. Not all of them were in our sample. I read 
most of them. 

Mr. ScHEUER. You thought one was terrible? 
Dr. KRISLOV. Sorry about that. I am not in a position to make 

that statement since I have only read the proposal. But I thought 
most of them were pretty good. 

I Hked—I don't think I saw the RAND. I think it's like every other 
area. It has to be done very carefully. I think it is a good idea. And 
it then has to be read very carefully. 

Mr. ScHEUER. Peer review? 
Dr. KRISLOV. Yes. The caliber of people was uniformly very high, 

but that's to be expected if you turn to those institutions. 
Dr. WHITE. I think one important point, also, is that these are 

really just getting underway this year. It is clear nothing of that sort 
could show what it could do within only 1 year or perhaps even 2. 
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I would certainly not want to make a judgment on their importance 
until they had been in business for a little while, because the way 
they are set up requires a sort of growth process and an internal 
development process. 

Dr. BLU.MSTEIN. I have been on the advisory committee for the 
RAND project which has been looking at career offender problems. 

Mr. ScHEUER. Habitual offenders? 
Dr. BLUMSTEIN. Habitual offenders. And they have gone at this 

by some intensive interviews of 50 habitual offenders, and have 
identified them as habitual offenders, and have seen some distinctions 
between them. Those whom you might characterize as pros, for 
example, those who were habitually engaging in crime but only occa- 
sionally getting arrested, versus the guys who only occasionally 
engaged in crime but very often got arrested. 

And it is very important, for example, to make some distinctions 
between the people who are really the marauders on society and get 
to those guys as opposed to the guys who show up in the criminal 
justice system frequently but don't repre.sent the real predators on 
the society. And it would just be very desirable to get some more 
detailed information of the kind that is starting to be suggested by 
this research in order to target the resources of the criminal justice 
system on the people who are most threatening to us. 

Mr. ScHEUER. As a system for dealing out money, does it have a 
role? I suppose you would have to be very selective in who you gave 
this more or less unrestricted grant to. 

Dr. KRISLOV. Yes. 
Dr. BLUMSTEIN. I would argue very strongly that it is a very posi- 

tive concept and in many respects makes so much more sense than the 
large requests for proposals which get responded to by the kinds of 
large proposal-generating—not necessarily research-generating out- 
fits, that Congressman Conyers was referring to—an<l which high 
quality institutions will often ignore because that is not the kind of 
business they are in. 

And they can afford to be much more selective about where they 
target their efforts, and they are not prepared particularly to play the 
crap game involved in respon<ling the KFPs. 

Mr. GREGORY. Your report calls for the development of a cumu- 
lative research program to develop cumulative knowledge. 

Witnesses yesterday made the same point, and I questioned them 
in that respect. Is this not based, at least in part, upon the medical 
model, the breakthrough concept, and if so, is that a valid concept? 
Is there a Salk vaccine for crime waiting to be discovered? 

Dr. KRISLOV. No. I think it is based on the canons of science that 
says at least you ought to know when you fail, in a very direct way. 

One of the troubles with something like Impact Cities is that it 
failed, but we don't know what failed because so many things were 
done. So it is really not just the medical thing. It is the notion that 
that is the way in which knowledge derives and it is the only strategy 
we know that works. The end result of the process is sometimes a 
"failure" in that all the hypotheses turn out to be untrue; but at 
least you have that knowledge, as opposed to having learned nothing 
at all. 

Mr. GREGORY. HOW about impact, are you saying something was 
learned  
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Dr. KKISLOV. I am saying nothing was learned because they didn't 
follow any notions of systematic cumulative knowledge or anything 
else. They just threw money away, and clearly that doesn't work. 
Sometimes it works. But then you don't know what it was that 
worked, either. 

But it is not just built—in answer to your question, it is not just 
built on the medical analogy. On the contrary, the medical is built 
on this rather than the other way around. 

Mr. GREGORY. Your report also makes a very persuasive argument 
in favor of the independence and isolation from political influence 
of the Institute. 

Henry Ruth, who, as we have noted today was the first confirmed 
Director of the Institute, recently published a study for the Urban 
Institute in which he makes, it seems to me, a diametrically contrary 
argument, at least in part. 

He argues that there is need for certain parts of research to be 
decentralized. In fact, he agrees that criminal justice practitioners, 
not just research practitioners, need to be participating—do you see 
that as a conflict? 

Dr. KRISLOV. I haven't read that and don't quite know what he's 
saying. I think we argue very strongly that practitioners should be 
involved in the advisory committees in assessing usefulness and so on. 

I don't quite understand how they would be involved in the day- 
to-day research. I would have to know more to see whether I am in 
agreement. 

Dr. SCHWARTZ. I think the problem you are putting is the one of 
decentralization. I think it is not inconsistent with the development 
of a major—and continuation of a major Federal eflort in the criminal 
justice area, especially if that strategy is carried out in such a way as 
to solicit from a variety of research sources independent recommenda- 
tions, independent suggestions and proposals for research, because 
you can stmiulate diversity in research by virtue of holding out the 
possibility of funding. 

The dai^er is when you have a plan which is so tightly set and so 
monopolistic that you will drive the entire research vehicle down a 
particular avenue which may turn out to be a one-way street or 
dead end. 

Mr. GREGORY. Dr. White? 
Dr. WHITE. I haven't read what you were referring to either, but it 

seems to me that having spoken with Mr. Ruth several times, that he 
has a certain model in mind, and that is the model of either the SPA 
or the Criminal Justice Coordinating Council, doing its own research. 
And we fovmd in our survey of research being done in SPA's that, on 
occasion, this can be ilone very well. 

And I suspect that when Air. Ruth was chairman of the Criminal 
Justice Coordinating Council in New York, it was done very well. 

We also know it was done very well in, say, Minnesota when 
Robert Crew was the director of the SPA, but that was because 
made a commitment to getting good people. 

But this kind of research was also very much directly related to the 
particular programs they weer putting on the street and not the sort 
of long-range research which we think is different and also important. 

So I wouldn't see a real conflict there. 
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To a certain extent, T would agree with Mr. Kuth, but I think what 
he is recommending is probably of limited value across the country, 
and it certainly would require an SPA or Criminal Justice Coordi- 
nating Council or something of that sort which, as I understand the 
rumors, might disappear. 

Mr. GREGORY. DO you think the kind of a research institute that 
you propose might have more difficulty being received and getting 
cooperation from the criminal justice practitioners? 

I would just like to read two lines from Mr. Ruth's report and 
certainly, if he represents that sector, is one of the more enlightened, 
and I am sure more favorably inclined toward research. But he says, 
"In this effort of criminal justice research, common sense and reason- 
able deductions can help fill the gaps that lack of absolute precision 
will leave. The demand for absolute precision in the research world is 
one of its reasons for the wide divergence from the criminal justice 
world." 

Dr. KRISLOV. One of the reasons, again, we recommend the Institute 
stay in the Department of Justice and have some relations with 
LEAA is to get that credibility. 

I would just point out that Mr. Ruth's Institute had no particular 
credibiUty with practitioners, that there are very real problems, and 
at some point, you have to ask if the research is going to sacrifice its 
inherent characteristic as research in order to be credible—it is sort 
of the same problem as selling itself to Congress—then it has to stop 
calling itself research. 

But we believe that there is room for research that can be useful 
to the practitioners. And the way to establish credibility is to build 
them into both the controlling body that sets the goals in cooperation 
with Congress and interprets them, and in the advisory committees 
that go through and set the programs, not in the individual research, 
although they might be involved there as appropriate. 

At any rate, they should have a lot of say, as we envision it, in 
setting goals and priorities in the program. 

Incidentally, getting back to tne notion of pluralism in research, 
we do argue that a certain percentage of the budget should go for sort 
of "wild card," imaginative, competitive grants that don't fit the 
program areas and that aren't necessarily cumulative. 

We are arguing for a lot of pluralism, if you read the report carefully, 
including the RPA's, including small grants and so on, which will 
allow for creativity. 

We are not saying only do four things and force everybody to do 
that. On the contrary, we would end up with a much more diverse 
program, but the core of it would be, I think, much more cumulative. 

Dr. BLUMSTEIN. I would like to .second that argument for diversity 
and pluralism both in the conduct of the research and in its funding. 
I would also like to address the issue of the relationship between the 
research program and practitioners. First, it is very important to get 
practitioner's perspectives and inputs in the research priorities and 
what we see would be through their participation on the statutory 
advisoiy board that we recommend as well as throughout the manage- 
ment of the research program. 

But with regard to the research itself there are two important 
linkups to the criminal justice system. One is a linkup to gain access to 
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the body of activit)', partly as data sources, partly as opportunities 
for trying things out. That linkage is terribly important to facilitate, 
and in part the researchers should and would be doing that, and the 
linkage would be facilitated as part of the research program. 

The other which I think you are getting at relates to the communica- 
tion between research findings and practice. Now sometimes that goes 
directly. A piece of research is done with or in conjunction with an 
operating agency, and they pick it up and implement it. Sometimes it 
happens through the prescriptive packages that LEAA picks up and 
sends out through its technical a.«sistance program. 

But much more often and I think much more importantly, that 
link is a much more diffuse one. It has a much longer trail, from what 
may be a fairly complicated arcane article in some technical journal. 
The important results may then show up in an article wTitten by 
somebotly like James Q. Wilson in a journal like "PubUc Interest," 
which then gets picked up by the editorial writer of the Pittsburgh 
Press, which then has an impact on the local community and local 
practitioners. So the trail is a rather complicated one, and not seeing 
that original technical article in the hands of the police chief or 
perceiving the article as unintelligible to the police chief doesn't 
necessarily negate the value of the research that is done, because the 
diffusion process is a rather complicated one. 

Mr. GREOOLY. Did your group rive consideration to having an 
institute such as you propose being limited to, shall we say, the more 
practical applie«l sort of things that the Department of Justice might 
oe more comfortable with and perhaps increasing the budget of other 
successful existing programs such as NIMH crime delinquency program 
which is, what, 10 years in existence and apparently successful in 
that—I realize they themselves will be telling us they do both applied 
and basic but more of the basic or more innovative stuff. 

Dr. KRISLOV. My answer to that would be that there really is no 
such animal. Most of the things the Institute has tried to do—and 
here we are in agreement with the 20th century report—that are 
service-oriented turn out to be nonproblems. It isn't as if you can say 
that you need a brandnew innovative method of dealing with patrol 
and have it come up. That is—I don't think that that exists, the kind 
of breed that you are talking about, the so-called applied research. 
Most of the Institute's failures happen to fall in that category, where 
they really thought they were producing something that would itself 
be of ap[)Hed use. Rather than in the pure research, because for applied 
research they had no canons, they have no method of judging what 
it should look like. 

I think most of the fiascos and most of the types of major things 
like citizen's alarm and so on were made to order technical delivery 
products whether of the hardware or of the software variety. 

Mr. GREQORT. A couple of the programs cited as examples of success- 
ful stories are in that sector, the Kansas City patrol study  

Dr. WHITE. That wasn't done by the Institute. 
Mr. GRBGORY. NO; but I mean the type of study. 
Dr. KRISLOV. But the success and failure of that hinges on the 

research design and it is appropriately done within the Institute. If 
you are saying that type of thing, I personally regard that as quite 
appropriately research. I don't care whether you call it applied or 
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pure. But then I think it has got to follow most of the procedures and 
techniques that are common to good scientific research. In other 
words, that is the kind of Institute we want. 

Mr. GREGORY. Yes. 
Dr. SCHWARTZ. I would like to add there that it is necessary to 

understand the motives of good researchers as a key to this problem. 
Most good researchers are interested in methodological precisions, 
they see the criminal justice system as providing opportunities for 
interventions, innovations, changes whicn will give them rigorous 
research results. They are interested in being involved in that kind of 
research. In part because of the methodological precision that they 
can achieve, m part because of the accretions to knowledge that they 
hope will come from that kind of involvement, and in part because 
they may have as individual citizens a strong motive to try to con- 
tribute to the strengthening of the criminal justice system. 

But if you try to get people who are mere technicians, who have 
been trained in methodology but haye no mterest in the substantive 
problem or in some kind of contribution of new knowledge to a grow- 
ing body of knowledge, then I think you are going to end up with 
second-raters. This is, I think, one of the reasons why the dLstmction 
betw^een pure and applied should not be too rigorously drawn. 

Dr. WHITE. I would like to add to that. I agree completely with that 
and I think that there is too much stress laid upon a dichotomy be- 
tween applied and basic research in this kind of area. Actually, for 
good research there is probably a combination in any set of cumulative 
projects. I think the better distinction would be between research 
that would be done at the level, say, that Henry Ruth was doing it in 
New York, or that some, a few, of the good SPA's have done dealing 
directly with their progiams and directly with testing out a project 
that they are doing, as opposed to what the Institute can do in more 
long-range research some of which is applied and some parts of which 
certainly are basic, a combination of applied and basic research. A 
research institute is not an operating agency with its own program to 
run. That's the distinction I think that htus to be made. 

One of the problems the Institute always had is that it has been 
put in the position of forming an operating program—as if it were 
an SPA—without any possibility of that ever happening. 

Mr. CoNYERs. But Dr. Schwartz, your outline of the ideal researcher 
was, of course, posited somewhere in the heavens. I mean there exist 
people like you describe, you know, pure of motive, totally committed, 
no politics, no opportunism, But, of course, the body of criminal 
justice research we have is so small and piddling that obviously there 
couldn't be people working; in that—at least not for very long or we 
would have more than a thimbleful to begin to work on. I mean that 
is sort of like, you know, the Boy Scout code. That is what we want 
people to be like. But we can't say that they are all out there in num- 
bers doing their job because, well, it is just as the cochairman points 
out. He and I are the only two we know of, for sure. [Laughter.] 

But there isn't any great body of people like you describe, Is there? 
That is what we want them to become. 
Dr. SCHWARTZ. Well, Mr. Chairman, I didn't mean to suggest that 

the people who are involved in these kinds of activities don't have 
other motives as well. They certainly want to eat. They want to build 
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their careers. But there are a lot of people out there who see ways in 
which they can build their careers through additions that they can 
make to scientific knowledge. That is what a social scientist is, a 
person who is earning a living by adding to knowledge, and I think 
that we have more than a thimbleful of results already, in consequence 
of their efforts. 

Indeed, if you look at the reports of the President's Crime Com- 
mission you will see that that was a take-stock operation which 
indicated that we already knew a lot more than we tnought we did. 
And that we found that out by virtue of the Government signaling 
that it was time to bring that research together and organize it, so 
we would know where we stood in terms of our—in terms of the 
state of the art. 

Now LEAA had the effect, I think, of trjring to take off from that 
starting point. NILECJ and LEAA have not been insignificant in 
terms of additions to knowledge. Let me just give you an example. 
We have had a lot of research done now within the last decade on the 
operation of plea bargaining mechanism. Now that was a central 
aspect of the criminal justice system which up until 10 years ago was 
really not officially recognized, at least in the literature of the criminal 
law. You could take a cotirse in criminal law and in criminal procedure 
in any law school and be totally ignorant of the existence of plea 
bargaining, which happens to account for 90 percent of the disposi- 
tions that come through the criminal process. It was important that 
that fact, that massive fact be discovered. And it was discovered and 
emphasized and explored. It has been studied as a consequence of the 
case load to see whether the larger caseload was more likely to produce 
plea bai^aining; it doesn't incidentally. 

It was studied to see what the consequences would be in terms of the 
kind of disposition that occurred. It was studied and it is being studied 
now to try to understand whether the judge enters and plays an 
important role, whether the prosecutor and defense attorney consti- 
tute kind of a team to see what the best disposition would be. 

Mr. ScHEUER. Can you tell us something about the experience under 
the Rockefeller narcotics law 4 or 5 years ago that prohibited plea 
bargaining? 

Mr. SCHWARTZ. That, as you know, occurred in the State of New 
York with results with which I'm fairly familiar. The consequence 
was that, in effect, the plea bargaining syst«m was prohibited, but 
that drove the decision oack to an earlier point at which poUce dis- 
cretion entered more heavily in determining the nature of the charges. 
Typically, that is the way plea bargaining works. Instead of the judge 
making the decision, the responsibility shifted initially to the prose- 
cuter and then especially where statutory intervention of that type 
is tried, the responsibility goes back to the police, who by virtue of 
their definition and their training are never supposed to have played 
that kind of a pow^erful role in determining what the price of 
a particular crime would be. 

Now, I submit that that is a good example of the value of a contin- 
uing research program which attempts to appraise how the system is 
working in action, as compared with the theories that lawyers would 
have. 

i 
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Mr. CoNYERS. Two good examples, and I appreciate them. Now, 
how many researchers do we have that meet the criteria that you so 
eloquently described earlier? Do they number in the hundreds, do 
they number in the thousands? Do they number in the tens of 
thousands? 

Dr. KRISLOV. Could I try to meet Congressman Conyers' point? I 
think what we argue for in the report is a process which the staff, the 
advisory committees, the researchers, and Congress are in a state of 
tension with each other watching each other. Tnat the staff ought to 
be looking for good research ideas and good researchers hopefully, 
with the Boy Scout ethic, if you wish, of Dean Schwartz, but at any 
rate, good researchers. And I think we follow  

Mr. CONYERS. NOW there are 435 Congressmen. How many good 
researchers? 

Dr. KRISLOV. In the United States? I don't know. 
Mr. CONYERS. In the criminal justice area. 
Dr. KRISLOV. They are in the hundreds. 
Dr. SCHWARTZ. Certainly in the hundreds. 
Mr. CONYERS. I'm not trying to put you in an impossible position. 

I'm trying to understand how Targe a body of people we are working 
with. It's very critical. 

Mr. SCHEUER. In the research community. 
Dr. KRISLOV. It's now hundreds. 
Mr. CONYERS. You say hundred or hundreds? 
Dr. KRISLOV. Hundreds. 
Mr. SCHEUER. IS it more than 500? 
Mr. CONYERS. 200 or 300 or 1,000, or what? 
Dr. BLUMSTEIN. Let me try to respond in another sense. If you 

wanted a number of how many good researchers there are, by some 
reasonable terms of good, I would say in the order of 300 now doing 
research in criminal justice. But the fundamental point our report is 
trying to get at is that the current community is a lot larger than it 
was 10 years ago, but even that is not representative of the community 
that should be. There is a much larger community of good researchers 
out there who are not now working on criminal justice, in part because 
of the way the Institute has been operated. 

What we would like to see happen is that some procedure be devel- 
oped to mobilize more of those people to bring them into active 
research involvement with these problems which are terribly impor- 
tant. Thousands or tens of thousands might well be attracted into it 
if it had the intellectual challenge, if it had the respectability that 
it's only starting to accumulate now, and if it had the quality of 
management and integrity of management that would make it worth 
being associated with. 

Mr. SCHEUER. In connection, now, following along, let's assume 
hypothetically with an iffy question, that the Justice Department 
comes down here next week and says, well, we're making certain 
structural changes in the National Institute of l^aw Enforcement 
and Criminal Justice. We're addressing ourselves to many of the 
points that the panel raised last week, and we think we're going to 
meet most of those ])roblems. 

We think the Institute ought to stay where it is in LEAA. We 
think we met the challenge that the panel raised last week and we 
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don't think it's necessary to lift it out of LEAA. What would be 
your reaction to that? Would you say there is something so basically 
•lestructive about leaving it in the arms of the practitioners with all 
the political influences that come to bear that there is no possibility 
of it being made the truly effective instrument it ought to be to attract 
the tens of thousands instead of the 300? Or would you say yes, if 
they would eliminate the signing off by the LEAA Administrator and, 
yes, if they can have 3- or 5-year grants instead of 1-year grants, if 
they divest themselves of the laundry list of problems you mentioned, 
we think in those circumstances it could be left where it is. 

Dr. KRISLOV. Well, "could be," I think are the right words. If 
those conditions for independence were met then we are not better 
prognosticators, perhaps, than Congress. All we can say is we think 
the hi.<^tory' is against it, but it might be feasible. It might be feasible. 
Our reluctant conclusion was that we don't think it will work even 
if it has the independence, but your experience with agencies, is at 
least as great as ours and it's possible that that prognostication would 
be wrong. So the answer would yes, it could be left there. We have no 
way of saving absolutely it shouldn't be under any circumstances. 
That is not our first wish, but it's feasible. 

Dr. BLUAISTEIN. I think the critical point we mean to make is that 
it must have quality and it must have integrity. And what we have 
prescribed is a variety of means for achieving those. 

It's entirely conceivable that you don't need all of those if the 
others are in there strong enough. Now we're back in the negotiating 
Cosition between the Congress and the Justice Department. And we 

ope that you'll negotiate to assure as much as possible that that 
quality ancl integrity is achieved. 

Dr. KRISLOV. The same thing is true, for example, on the Bureau 
of Criminal Statistics, or something of that sort. Our top priority was 
for combining it with the Institute for a number of reasons. We tliink 
the Institute would be benefited. We also believe any decent bureau 
of statistics needs researchers to help them develop the categories. 
If combined in fact, that is what would happen; tnere would be a 
little Institute attached to the Bureau. But it you asked us what our 
order of priorities is, clearly it has to be straight, criminal statistics 
has to be straight and integrated. If that is the best possible deal that 
can be reached, it has to be taken out of FBI in our opinion, out of 
an operating agency and given the sort of integrity that a statistical 
bureau has. 

Our first preference is together with the Institute. Our second 
preference is mdependent. A long way down the line, 85th preference, 
IS keeping it where it is now. 

Dr. WHITE. I would just like to add that the committee struggled 
with this question of the Institute being in or out of LEAA for the 
entire life of the committee. When we started out, I think it would be 
fair to say that almost everybody believed it should be in LEAA. 
By the end, we had a 15-member committee with no dissents at all 
on that issue that it should be out of LEAA. 

Mr. ScHEUER. I don't imderstand that. Let me interrupt a second. 
If it's so transparently clear that there was neither the integrity nor 
the quality, as sort of a supporting environment for the Institute's 
work located in LEAA and that seemed to be commonly accepted 
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perception in the entire criminal justice research fraternity, how 
could they even have started out with the assumption that a structure 
that had failed so badly over the decade was an acceptable structure? 
Even in the initial stapes of your deliberations? 

Dr. BLUMSTEIN. In the initial considerations, the trade-off basically 
was between autonomy and jjroximity, with a hope that this research 
institute would become a center of intellectual leadersliip which 
would serve as a stimulus for creative and innovative change within 
LEAA and subsequently throughout the criminal justice system. 
It turned out in the experience of the past 10 yeai-s that that proximity 
served more as a handicap than as a benefit. 

Mr. ScHEUER. Yes, but you knew all that when you started your 
deliberations 18 months ago. 

Dr. KRISLOV. No, we didn't. We didn't have such a preconceived a 
notion as you suggest. 

Dr. SCHWARTZ. I think you misconstrued the task of the conmiittee 
as we understood it. We were trying to stress the whole research 
product. We took a sample of research with an open mind. We were 
not clear that the research was of lower quality than other comparable 
agencies might produce, although there was a bad reputation. But we 
wanted to look at the research itself. 

OK. So then we discovered, as a consequence of that investigation, 
that it was mediocre and we also, through our exploration of the 
history, tried to uncover the reasons why this had occurred. It was a 
genuine research undertaking and only after we had done the research 
were we prepared to reach our conclusions. 

Mr. ScHEUEH. You had structured open minds in the beginning. 
Dr. KRISLOV. And remember that the committee is very delicately 

balanced between people who are closely allied in criminal justice 
and those who are not, but have competence in research, and so on. 

There are many people, again, Don Deskins, who I mentioned 
before in the department of geography, who has had experience in 
Government and so on, but not so much in criminal justice. 

Looking down the list, Hertzfeld had no particular opinion of LEAA. 
Gary Koch, who is a statistician, who was on for his expertise in 
statistics, but who had no great knowledge of the Institute except 
rumor. 

I must say I personally think the committee was much more 
evenly balanced than you surest. It probably was 50-50 and three 
people had a strong opinion on each side and mne in the middle didn't 
have any opinion at all, might be a more accurate way of putting it. 
We were much more objective. In fact, we tried to take into account 
that some places with bad reputations may indeed be good places. 

Dr. WHITE. I misstated the point earlier about the initial position 
of the committee on whether or not the Institute should be in LEAA. 
That wasn't an issue, as a matter of fact, before the committee. The 
issue was evaluating the research program. Where it should be located 
came up as we went along and began to learn more and more about 
the reasons for the problems they were having. It simply wasn't an 
issue from the beginning. 

But what I really wanted to say was: What the committee came to 
a conclusion about was the principle of the necessity to insulate this 
research program from certain kinds of pressure that would ruin it 
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and have ruined it—and that is the principle. We are not competent 
to tell you what the political decision should be about the ultimate 
location of the institute. What we wanted to say is that it's not that 
we prefer a research progjram insulated in this way. Our point is that 
a research institute can't do good work; it can't do even reasonable 
work otherwise. That is what we want to insist upon, the principle of 
independence and insulation. 

Mr. ScHEUER. Excellent answers to my questions. The answers 
were smarter than the question. 

Mr. GREGORY. Following up on that, I understand your reasons for 
the need for insulation and mdependence. And you have explained 
to us how you feel that might bring in those thousands, or tens of 
thousands of researchers Dr. Blumstein referred to. Your report also 
indicates that the blame isn't all on the design of the Institute. I think 
you mentioned at the time the Institute was formed, a couple years 
after the President's Crime Commission report—I know Dr. Blumstein 
served on that Commission—you indicate that academic research 
didn't want to get muddied, I think you put it, in criminal justice 
research. Has that changed now? What needs to be done in addition 
to changing the nature of the institute to attract that segment of the 
research community? 

Dr. KRISLOV. I think the academic community was slow in recog- 
nizing the importance of this problem. And went into it with stereo- 
types, too. I think our report does say that, and I think it's accurate. 
But I think now that that prejudice is largely gone. 

I think the conditions are ripe so that if you opened up the field, 
and indeed it's been happening. I don't think Marvin Wolfgang would 
have taken a grant, in fact I think he stated that at one point in oiur 
meetings, he said he would not have gone to the Institute for a grant 
at its beginning. 

I think as it has established a little bit more credibility and as it's 
gone to higher standards—we did find a slight improvement of research 
design over the years, indicating more insistence upon it. At least an 
effort to do it. So that both the ideological connotations are gone, a 
httle, anyway, and the technical ones are there. 

I think it will come of itself now. 
Dr. BLUMSTEIN. I would just like to refer to the conditions of 1968, 

year of the Democratic Convention, the year of riots on campus, 
Eolice intervention on campus—a period of considerable polarization 

etween the academic world and the world related to police. 
I think we have seen changes on both those sides. And so we don't 

now have the kind of repulsive force that kept these groups apart. 
In the meantime, there indeed has been some important and re- 

spectable and quality work that has gotton published. The field has 
attained much more respectability than it did in the late 1960's, 
and I think that has made it a much more attractive field for many 
people willing to work there today, whereas they wouldn't have been 
a decade ago. 

Mr. CoNYERs. As one of the cochairman, I want to thank you very 
much. It's been a long and productive morning, we deeply appreciate 
your preparation and your responses to owe questions. 

Mr. ScHEUER. Thank you all very much. 
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The joint session of the Subcommittee on Crime, the Judiciary 
Committee, and the Subcommittee on Domestic and International 
Scientific Planning, Analysis and Cooperation of the Science and 
Technology Committee is adjourned until next Wednesday morning 
at 9 o'clock in this chamber. 

[Whereupon, at 12:35 p.m., the hearing was adjourned.] 
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Mr. SCHEUER. Good morning. The joint hearings of the Subcom- 
mittee on Crime of the Committee on the Judiciary and the Sub- 
committee on Domestic and International Scientific Planning, Analy- 
sis and Cooperation of the Committee on Science and Technology 
will come to order. 

My colleague, John Conyers, is expected momentarily, the chairman 
of the Subcommittee on Crime, but I think in deference to the very 
long schedule of witnesses we have totlay, we will start now. 

It is a pleasure to introduce Judge David Bazelon, Chief Judge of 
the U.S. Court of Appeals for the District of Columbia, and one of 
the Nation's most distinguished jurists, and a pioneer in the applica- 
tion of behavioral science know-how to criminal justice. 

It is a pleasure to have you, Judge Bazelon, and we look forward 
to hearing from you. 

TESTIMONY OF HON. DAVID L. BAZELON, CHIEF JUDGE, U.S. COURT 
OF APPEALS FOR THE DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA CIRCUIT 

Judge BAZELON. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
I am pleased to be able to present the testimony I am about to give 

before this joint subcommittee. 
Mr. SCHEUER. Judge, your statement will be printed in its entirety 

at this point in the record, so if you'd like you can simply chat with u3 
informally rather than read your statement, which will precede your 
informal remarks in the record—whichever you prefer. 

Judge BAZELON. Well, I put this together in an organized way. 
Mr. SCHEUER. Fine. 
Judge BAZELON. And if you want to start asking me questions, 

that's fine. 
(113) 
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Mr. ScHEUER. I think we should get some testimony from you, 
either your prepared testimony or you can speak extemporaneously, 
whichever you prefer. 

[The prepared  statement of Hon.  David L.  Bazelon follows:] 

STATEMENT OF DAVID L. BAZELON, CHIEF JUDGE, U.S. COURT OF APPEALS FOB 
THE DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA CIRCUIT 

I am pleased to be here to present testimony before the members of the 
Subcommittee on crime of the House Committee on the Judiciary and the Sub- 
committee on Domestic and International Scientific Planning and Analysis and 
Cooperation of the House Science and Technology Committee. You have joined 
together for a very important purpose: to determine the future direction of 
criminal research and, consequently, of federal criminal justice. 

Since I have been asked for my considered judgment whether such research 
should be federally directed and supported, I must respond with an emphatic Yes. 

Research, however, does not e.\ist in the abstract; it is a tool that we use to 
meet our purposes. If we are to use that tool intelligently, these purposes must 
first be clarified. I am reminded of the story so often told about Gertrude Stein's 
dying words. A close friend leaned over Ms. Stein's death bed and whLspered to 
the dying woman, "What is the answer?" The barely audible reply as Gertrude 
Stein passed away was, "What is the question?" The nature of the questions that 
require research is what I propose to discuss with you. 

I should state at the outset that in discussing the possible directions for research 
I shall focus exclusively on the problem of street crime. My reason for doing so is 
simple: but for that problem there would not be an LEA A, there would not be 
a NILECJ, and there surely would not have been hearings on the federal role in 
criminal justice and criminal research. As serious and destructive as white collar 
and organized crime are, no one today would be thinking about funding research 
were these the only types of crimes with which we were afflicted. It is violent 
crime that has made us afraid on the streets and even in our homes, and it is to 
allay that fear that we have turned to the techniques of scientific research. 

On one level, of course, the question is simple: How can we end this aflSiction? 
Dip beneath the surface, however, and the true complexity of the problem 
emerges. My own experience with the delinquents and criminals that have put 
us all in fear is that their lives on the street have destroyed their ability to 
emphathize with other human beings. It does not take an expert to guess that 
many children reared in the ghetto—where acknowledgement of one's own identity 
and worth is so difficult—will develop at best a hard insensitivity to others. Such 
individuals feel nothing but hatred toward their victims and society as a whole. 
Their lack of connection to the majority's culture and values may have nothing 
to do with mental disease, unless not being able to see or feel beyond resentment 
and rage is so classified. 

Such profound social disorder creates a problem of moral attribution. What we 
have learned from such disciplines as psychiatry, sociology, anthropology, physi- 
ology and biology has disoriented our criteria of individual moral responsibility. 
We no longer live in a Miltonian arena where God and Lucifer eternally contend 
in the soul of every man. And we can only return to that stark arena at the price 
of ignoring what we know. We often seem so intent on punishing that we repress 
information that might make punishment inappropriate. We want to catch and 
punish the rat—always assuming there is a rat. We are content with a vast super- 
structure of codes, trials, prisons and so on, and do not look to see how it fits 
its base. 

The social disorder of poverty also creates a problem of causation. We know 
neither how to eliminate poverty nor how to correct its often dehumanizing 
effects. I suspect that none of our providers of treatment services—psychiatrists, 
psychologists, or social workers—have the ability to implant middle class sensi- 
bilities into youngsters who have been actively neglected twenty-four hours a 
day, every day of their lives. There is no magic humanizing pill for these youths 
to swallow. 

I am not saying proverty equals crime. That would be silly. I am merely stating 
the obvious: poverty—and the deprivation and discrimination that so often 
accompany it—creates the conditions that make street crime more likely. 

Crime is not surprising. What amazes me is that so many deprived Americans 
accept their lot without striking out. I am stunned by those who point to the many 
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docile poor and say, "Their poverty doesn't force them to break the law, so why 
should it force others to?" Society should Ije as alarmed by the silent misery of 
those who accept their plight as it is by the violence of those who do not. I see no 
hope for reducing violent street crime in this country until our society reaches this 
level of concern and humanity. 

From this perspective the agenda for criminal research is clear. We cannot 
strive to achieve only a change in the criminal justice system. There can in fact be 
no criminal justice without social justice. We therefore must try to hold in mind 
the full picture. We must not forget that the people I have been speaking about— 
the "inputs" in the criminal justice system—are merely the "outputs" of our 
failing social system. To choose to eliminate social injustice is to choose a long, 
painful, and costlj' process. The only option I can imagine that is less appealing 
is not to choose it. 

It is le.is appealing first, and primarily, because it is morally reprehensible. Can 
it be true that this nation would rather build a new prison cell for every slum 
dweller who turns to crime than to seek the causes of his lawlessness and alleviate 
them? I do not understand how academicians and politicians can have a clear 
conscience preaching repression to solve crime, unless they believe that despite the 
accident of birth all are equally endowed, mentally and physically, and have the 
same opportunities to get ahead. 

It is less appealing, second, because it must in the long run be ineffective. So 
long as there is with us the culture that breeds crime, all the new-fangled gadgets 
of law enforcement and crime control can at best be superficial; they are only 
band-aids on a wound that deepens with every twist in the unemployment figures. 
Similarly recent fads such as the proposals for uniform, determinate sentencing 
will prove no panacea. Recent research in several cities has indicated, for example, 
that even under the present system most offenders convicted of committing a 
violent crime against a stranger can count on being incarcerated. And an LEAA- 
funded study released last year discovered that in most cases sentencing judges 
apply a small number of factors in a rational and predictable manner. The problem 
is not how we sentence, but how we face and grapple with the causes of crime. 

If we properly focus our inquiry, a natural agenda for criminal research emerges. 
I would like to mention only three of the many possible avenues for such research. 
One of the few clues that we do have about the solution to street crime is that a 
viable family structure is crucial for social integration. A child needs a family 
because that is where his roots are developed and his education occurs. Mothers 
and fathers who spend time with their children are better socializers than most 
organized group care arrangements. We are learning that the poor are not inherent- 
ly inferior child rearers. With a rising income, the same formerly poor mother 
spends more time with her child. 

But many poverty parents have insufficient time and energy for their families. 
They are overwhehned by the struggle for survival. A frantic and harassed mother 
is not a natural mother, and a father filled with failure and desperation is not a real 
father, and he may not even stay around long enough to try. A parent who cannot 
put food on the table cannot convey to a child a sense of order, purpose or self 
esteem. The poor are confronted by the same problems confronting the rich, and 
more of them; the difference is that they do not have the resources or time to cope. 
And when they slip, they find it all the harder to come back. Research into methods 
for fostering family structure among the poor is vitally necessary. 

A second avenue for research is the connection between unemployment and 
crime. I once a-sked the chief of the police robbery squad for his speculations 
about the reason for the crime increase during one particularly violent summer 
in Washington. "I don't have to speculate," he said, "I know the cau.se. August 
was a wet month. Outdoor jobs were scarce for the day laborer and construction 
worker from the slums." "Whenever it rains several days in a row," he continued, 
"there's no work, no money, and we're in for a lot of trouble." 

Unemployment among black teenagers ages 16 to 19 is now at 34 percent. For 
the poverty areas of our cities, the figure is put at 57 percent. The boredom of 
free time, the desire for money in the pocket, resentment about having no access— 
even by hard work—to the things that most of society enjoys, these appear to 
be the ingredients of crime by youths. We need to study such connections, 
and we need to develop techniques for reducing, if not eliminating, inner-city 
imemployment. 

Finally, there is the issue of incarceration. As much as I long for the day when 
we can dynamite the Ba.stillcs of this nation, 1 fear that we will always need 
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prisons to isolate dangerous offenders. The day Adam stepped out from the gar- 
den, we began worrying about protecting the sheep from the wolves. Some of- 
fenders simply must he locked up to protect society; otherwise, we face the prospect 
of escalating street violence, including lynchings to avenge the victims. Everyone 
would probably agree that the dangerous offender must be imprisoned. The prob- 
lem is to define "dangerous" and then find the tools to measure it. 

If there is no alternative to incarceration, we should at least begin to think 
abo\it radically new approaches. Perhaps the whole idea of State-run institutions 
needs to be reexamined. Whenever the State locks people up and hands the keys 
to keepers who are not answerable to their captives, abuses are certain to arise, 
whether it be in prisons, reform school, or public mental hospitals. After the 
initial idealism wears off, there is a danger that institutions will be run for the 
professionals who staff them, the vendors who supply them, the public who want 
troublesome individuals kept out of sight and the politicians who use them for 
patronage. We need to develop mechanisms which will promote accountability so 
that institutions will remain faithful to their initial goals. 

These three area,s, of course, are meant to be exemplary, not exhaustive. They 
do indicate, however, the necessity for research to be funded at the Federal level. 
Although crime is a local problem, the causes of crime are national in scope, and 
research therefore must be conducted from a global perspective. To note only 
two examples: unemployment can only be viewed as a national issue, and the 
family structure of the poor cannot be .separated from the intricacies of providing 
guaranteed Federal income. 

The main point I want to make today, however. Is that the purposes for which 
we have funded research, whatever its scope, must be kept clearly in mind. It Is 
often all too easy to mistake the forest for the trees. Let me illustrate with an 
example recently noted by Dr. Julius Richmond, Psychiatrlst-in-Chief of the 
Harvard Children's Hospital Medical Center and presently Assistant Secretary 
of HEW for Health designate. Several years ago a prominent member of the 
White House staff working for the President's Dome.stic Council called serveral 
developmental scientists and asked whether there was any absolute proof that 
unfler-nutrition caused mental retardation in the developing child. Apparently 
some scientists were willing to be quoted to the effect that there was no suck 
absolute proof. Such rationale was used as justification for proposing the reduction 
of funds for the food stamp and school lunch programs. Fortunately many people 
in the scientific community learned of this in time to offer to testify that hunger 
was bad for children. 

The lesson is manifest. Unless the humanitarian purposes underlying criminal 
research are kept perpetually illuminated, that research will inevitably degenerate 
into a sterile technological exercise. Pursuing these purpo.ses may lead us to 
question fundamental aspects of our social structure; if so, we must face those 
questions also with courage and candor. If research ultimat<>ly validates the 
connections I have suggested between street crime, unemployment and family 
structure, remedies will be neither easy nor inexpensive. But our national dis- 
cussion will at Iciist have developed a new dimension; to wit, honesty. We will then 
know that continuing to address only the effects of crime will be at the sacrifice 
of our best ideals. Ideals, of course, can be too expensive for this life; but I main- 
tain that we are, at a bare minimum, morally obligated to acknowledge their 
abandonment. Unless we do, we will never know who, or where, we are. 

In 1930, a young official in the Justice Department, in testifying on the need 
for better crime statistics, told an Appropriations Subcommittee of the House 
of Representatives that one subject "that would be interesting in connection with 
crime statistics is the relation to crime of unemployment, of disease, and of the 
various items which make up the economic life of a country." The official was 
J. Edgar Hoover. Today, 47 years later, it is time—long past time—to confront 
the relationship between crime and the accident of birth. 

Everything I've said today, you've heard sometime, somewhere before. I've 
given you no new data or new theories. My purpose in coming here was to deliver 
a simple message. In the growing hysteria about crime we have lost sight of old 
truths and priorities. It is easy to concede the inevitability of social injustice and 
find the serenity to accept it." The far harder task is to feel its intolerability and 
eeek the strength to change it. 

Judge BAZELON. Since I have been a.sked my judgment whether 
such research as we are talking about here should be federally directed 
and supported, I would respond with an emphatic, "yes." 



117 

Research, however, does not exist in the abstract; it is a tool that 
we use to meet our purposes, if we are to use that tool intelligently, 
these purposes must first be clarified. 

I am reminded of the story so often told about Gertrude Stein's 
dying: words. A close friend leaned over Ms. Stein's death bed and 
whispered to the dyinp woman, "What is the answer?" The barely 
audible reply as Gertrude Stein passed away was, "What is the 
question?" 

The nature of the questions that require research is what I propose 
to discuss. 

I should state at the outset that in discussing the possible directions 
for research, I shall focus exclusively on the problem of street crime. 
My reason for doing so is simple: but for that problem there would be 
no Law Enforcement Assistance Agency; there woultl be no National 
Institute of Law Enforcement and Criminal Justice; and there surely 
would not have been hearings on the Federal role in criminal justice 
and criminal research. 

As serious and destructive as white collar and organized crime are, 
no one today would be thinking about funding research were these the 
only types of crimes with which we were afflicted. It is violent crime 
that has made us afraid on the streets and even in our liomes, and it is 
to allay that fear that we have turned to the techniques of scientific 
re.search. 

On one level, of course, the question is simple: How can we end this 
affliction? Dip beneath the surface, however, and the true complexity 
of the problem emerges. My own experience with the delinquents and 
criminals that have put us all in fear is that their lives on the street 
have destroycfl their ability to empathize with other human beings. 
It does not take an expert to guess that many children reared in the 
ghetto—where acknowledgement of one's own identity and worth is 
so difficult—will develop at best a hard insensitivity to others. Such 
individuals feel nothing but hatred toward their victims and society 
as a whole. Their lack of connection to the majority's culture and 
values may have nothing to do with mental disease, that is, unless 
not being able to see or feel beyond resentment and rage is so 
classified. 

Such profound social disorder creates a problem of moral attribu- 
tion. What we have learned from such disciplines as psychiatry, 
sociology, anthropology, physiology, and biology has disoriented our 
criteria of individual moral responsibility. We no longer live in a 
Miltonian arena where God and Lucifer eternally contend in the soul 
of every man. And we can only return to that stark arena at the price 
of ignoring what we do now know. We often seem so intent on punish- 
ing that we repress information that might make punishment in- 
appropriate. We want to catch and j)unish the rat—always assuming 
there is a rat. We are content with a vast superstructure of codes, 
trials, i)risons and so on, and do not look to see how it fits its base. 

The social flisorder of poverty also creates a problem of causation. 
We know neither how to eliminate poverty nor how to correct its often 
dehumanizing effects. I suspect that none of our providers of treat- 
ment services—psychiatrists, psychologists, or social workers—have 
the ability to implant middle-class sensibilities into youngsters who 
have been actively neglected ?4 hours a day, every day of their lives. 
There is no magic humanizing pill for these youths to swallow. 
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I am not sajong that poverty equals crime. That would be silly. I 
am merely stating the obvious: poverty—and the deprivation and 
discrimination that so often accompany it—creates the conditions 
that make street crime more likely. 

Crime is not surprising. What amazes me is that so many deprived 
Americans accept their lot without striking out. I am stunned by 
those who point to the many docile poor and say, "Their poverty 
doesn't force them to break the law, so why should it force others to?" 
Society should be as alarmed by the silent misery of those who accept 
their plight as it is by the violence of those who do not. I see no hope 
for reducing violent street crime in this country until our society 
reaches this level of concern and humanity. 

From this perspective the agenda for criminal research is clear. We 
cannot strive to achieve only a change in the criminal justice system. 
There can, in fact, be no criminal justice without social justice. We 
therefore must try to hold in mind the full picture. We must not 
forget that the people I have been speaking about—the inputs in the 
criminal justice system—are merely the outputs of our failing social 
system. To choose to eliminate social injustice is to choose a long 
painful, and costly process. The only option I can imagine that is less 
appealing is not to choose it. 

It is less appealing first and primarily, because it is morally repre- 
hensible. Can it be true that tbis nation would rather build a new 
prison cell for every slum dweller who turns to crime, rather than to 
seek the causes of his lawlessness and alleviate them? I do not under- 
stand how academicians and politicians can have a clear conscience 
preaching repression to solve crime, unless they believe that despite 
the accident of birth all are equally endowed, mentally and physically, 
and have the same opportunities in life to get ahead. 

It is less appealing, second, because it must in the long run be in- 
effective. So long as there is with us the culture that breeds crime, all 
the newfangled gadgets of law enforcement and crime control can 
at best be superficial; they are only Band-Aids on a wound that deepens 
with every twist in the unemployment figures. Similarly, recent fads 
such as the proposals for uniform, determinate sentencing will prove 
no panacea. Recent research in several cities, I am told, has indicated, 
for example, that even under the present system most offenders con- 
victed of committing a violent crime against a stranger can count on 
being incarcerated. And an LEAA-funded study released last year 
discovered that in most cases sentencing judges apply a small number 
of factors in a rational and predictable manner. The problem is not 
how we sentence, but how we face and grapple with the causes of 
crime. 

If we properly focus our inquiry, a natural agenda for criminal 
research emerges. I would like to mention only three of the many 
Eossible avenues for such research. One of the few clues that we do 

ave about the solution to street crime is that a viable family structure 
is crucial for social integration. A child needs a family because that 
is where his roots are developed and his education occurs. Mothers 
and fathers who spend time with their children are better socializers 
than most organized group care arrangements. We are learning that 
the poor are not inherently inferior child rearers. With a rising income, 
the same formerly poor mother spends more time with her child. 
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But many poverty parents have insufficient time and energy for their 
families. They are overwhelmed by the struggle for survival. A frantic 
and harassed mother is not a natural mother, and a father filled wiih 
failure and desperation is not a real father, and he may not even stay 
around long enough to try. A parent who cannot put food on the table 
cannot convey to a child a sense of order, purpose, or self-esteem. The 
poor are confronted by the same problems confronting the rich, and 
more of them; the diflFerence is that they do not have the resources or 
time to cope. And when they slip, they find it all the harder to come 
back. Research into methods for fostering family structure among the 
poor is vitally necessary. 

A second avenue for research is the connection between unemploy- 
ment and crime. I once asked the chief of the police robbery squad 
for his speculations—I repeat, speculations—about the reason for the 
crime increase during one particularly violent summer in Washington. 
"I don't have to speculate," he said, "I know the cause. August was 
a wet month. Outdoor jobs were scarce for the day laborer and con- 
struction worker from the slums. AVhenever it rains several days in 
a row," he continued, "there'? no work, no money, and we're in for a 
hell of a lot of trouble." 

Unemployment among black teenagers ages 16 to 19 is now put at 
34 percent. For the poverty areas of our cities, the figure is put at 57 
percent. The boredom of free time, the desire for money in the pocket, 
resentment about having no access—even by hard work—to the things 
that most of society enjoys, these appear to be the ingredients of 
crime by youths. We need to study such cormections, and we need to 
develop techniques for reducing, if not eliminating, inner city 
unemplojmient. 

Finally, there is the issue of incarceration. As much as I long for 
the day when we can dynamite the Bastilles of this Nation, I fear 
that we will always need prisons to isolate dangerous offenders. The 
day Adam stepped out from the garden, we began worrying about 
Protecting the sheep from the wolves. Some offenders simply must 

e locked up to protect society; otherwise, we face the prospect of 
escalating street violence, including lynchings to avenge tne victims. 
Everyone would probably agree that the dangerous offender must 
be imprisoned. The problem is to define "dangerous" and then find 
the tools to measure it. 

If there is no alternative to incarceration, we should at least begin 
to tliink about radically new approaches. Perhaps the whole idea of 
State-run institutions needs to be ree.xamined. Whenever the State 
locks people up and hands the keys to keepers who are not answerable 
to their captives, abuses are certain to arise, whether it be in prisons, 
reform school, or public mental hospitals. After the initial idealism 
wears off, there is a danger that institutions will be run for the pro- 
fessionals who staff them, the vendors who supply them, the pubUc 
who want troublesome individuals kept out of sight, and also the 
politicians who use them for patronage. We need to develop mecha- 
nisms which will promote accountability so that these institutions will 
remain faithful to their initial goals. 

These three areas, of cour.se, are meant to be exemplary, not ex- 
haustive. They do indicate, however, the necessity for research to be 
funded at the Federal level. Although crime is a local problem, the 
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causes of crime are national in scope, and research therefore must be 
conducted from a global perspective. To note only two examples: 
Unemployment can only be viewed as a national issue, and the family 
structure of the poor cannot be separated from the intricacies of 
providing guaranteed Federal income. 

The main point I want to make today, however, is that the purposes 
for which we have funded research, whatever its scope, must be kept 
clearly in mind. It is often all too ea.sy to mistake the forest for the 
trees. Let me illustrate with an example that I recently noted that 
was written by Dr. Julius Richmond, psychiatrist-in-chief of the 
Harvard Children's Hospital Medical Center and presently Assistant 
Secretarj' of HEW for Health designate. 

Several years ago a prominent member of the White House staff 
working for the President's Domestic Council called several develop- 
mental scientists and a.sked whether there was any absolute proof that 
rmdemutrition caused mental retardation in the developing child. 
Apparently some scientists were willing to be quoted to the effect 
that there was no such absolute i)roof. Such rationale was used as 
justification for proposing the reduction of funds for the food stamp 
and school lunch programs. Fortunately, many people in the scientific 
community learned of this, and they learned of this in time to testifj-— 
now listen to what they said—that hunger was bad for children. 

The le,sson is manifest. Unless the humanitarian purposes underlying 
criminal research are kept perpetually illuminated, that research will 
inevitably degenerate into a sterile technological exercise. Pursuing 
these purposes may lead iis to question fimdamental aspects of our 
social structure; if .so, we must face those questioas also with courage 
and candor. If research ultimately validates the connections I have 
suggested between street crime, unemployment, and family structure, 
remedies will be neither ea.sy nor inexpen.sive. But our national ilis- 
cu.s.sion will at least have developed a new dimension; to ^vit, honesty. 
We will then know that continuing to address only the effects of 
crime will be at the sacrifice of our best ideals. Ideals, of course, can 
be too expeasive for this life; but I maintain that we are, at a bare 
minimum, morally obligated—morally obligated—to accept their 
abandonment. Unless we <lo, we will never know who, or where, we are. 

In 1930, a young official in the Justice Department, in testifying on 
the need for better crime statistics, told an appropriations subcom- 
mittee of the House of Representatives that one subject—and I 
quote— 

That would be interesting in connection with crime statistics is the relation to 
crime of unemployment, of disease, and of the various items which make up the 
economic life of a country. 

The official was J. Edgar Hoover. Today, 47 years later, it is time— 
long past time—to confront the relationship between crime and the 
accident of birth. 

Everything I've said today vou've heard sometime, somewhere 
before. I've given jou no new Jata or new theories. My purpose in 
coming here was to deliver a simple message. In the growing hj'steria 
about crime, we have lost sight of old tniths and priorities. It is easy 
to concede the inevitability of social injustice and find the serenity to 
accept it. The far harder tusk is to feel its intolerability and seek the 
strength to change it. 

Thank you. 
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Mr. ScHEUER. Well, thank you, Ju<lge Bazelon, for an eloquent, 
moving, and certainly very challenging statement. 

You have concentrated in dramatizing the need for looking at the 
causes of social unrest and the causes of lack of esteem on the j)art 
of kids. 

Do you feel that there is any justification for criminal justice re- 
search on how we cope wth the criminal activity that results from 
this lack of self-esteem and the social (Hsorientation and the lack of 
family structure, or do you think we'd be better off concentrating our 
efforts exclusively on improving our society and making it that fair, 
just society that we all hope for? 

Judge BAZELON. What 1 tried to say, Mr. Scheuer, that while we 
are doing what we are doing, we have to keep in mind how we are 
going to solve the problem ultimately. And that would be looking 
to the causes. 

Now, in the meantime, we have to do what has to be done so we 
can live another day to carry on. 

I am not saying, "I^et's get rid of all prisons." I am not saying there 
isn't room for improvement in the criminal justice system. If I gave 
that impression, I didn't mean to. There is something to be done, 
but the emphasis now—there isn't even the rhetoric anymore about 
the role of the social causes of crime. The politicians in making their 
sneech&s in earher days used to at least genuflect to the fact that 
there were these causes. 

Mr. SCHEUER. We did more than genuflect. We passed the Elemen- 
tary and Secondary Education Act and other remedial programs. 

Judge BAZELON. I wasn't referring to Members of this body. All I 
was referring to was people on the platforms ail through the campaign. 
Nobody talked about the social causes of crime and what a difficult 
job it would be. 

Mr. SCHEUER. Well, I think we have learned in the last 10 years or 
more, since w^e have had the poverty programs and the remedial 
education programs and job training programs and public service 
employment programs—I might say that a,s the author of the new 
careers program which wa.s quite a quantum jump in how we ])rovide 
meaningful jobs for the ])Oor and provide them opportunities for 
improvement of their skills, education, a.s.surance of promotion and 
advancement, and meaningfid jobs. 

How frustrating it is and how elusive that goal is. We seem to be 
like AHce in Wonderland, running on a treadmill to stand still, and yet 
we aren't really standing still. 

Judge BAZELON. I don't think so. I don't think what we did in the 
1960's was a lost cause at all. 

Mr. SCHEUER. No. I don't think any of us think it was a lost cause, 
but it certainly heightened our consciousness level as to how difficult 
the job was, and the fact, as I think you would agi-ee, we don't have 
any simplistic answers or neatly packaged solutions. 

Wliile all this is going on, 1 think you ought to agree that we have 
to do what is feasible and practicable to cope with the violent criminal 
activity that is there. 

Judge BAZELON. Yes, but for ever)' person that you deal with now, 
you've got 10, 100, 1,000 coming up right behind them because they 
are coming from the same soil. 
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Mr. ScHEUBR. One factor that gives us a little hope is that the 
number of kids coming into the years where most violent crime takes 
place is gradually reducing, so from that factor alone I think after 
1980 we can look to some modest  

Judge BAZELON. I don't buy that at all. 
Mr. ScHEUER. You don't? 
Judge BAZELON. Not in the least. And even if that is true, it is- 
Mr. ScHEUER. It is a very negative approach, sort of a laissez fairs 

attitude, hoping the reduction in numbers will reduce the size of the 
problem. I don't think it's a very creative solution. 

Do you feel that there is a role for criminal justice research? 
Judge BAZELON. I thought I made that clear. Yes. But I don't think 

it ought to be devoted entirely to how we are going to catch them and 
lock them up. We've got to understand something about the causes. 

Mr. ScHEUER. The motivations. 
Judge BAZELON. And the motivations. And we haven't done that in 

any systematic way. It has been hodgepodge if at all. 
We are learning a lot more about human behavior than we have ever 

known, and by God, from that we ought to be able to use some of that 
for purposes of dealing with this problem. 

Mr. ScHEUER. I agree. The hope of we who were involved with the 
National Institute of l^aw Enforcement and Criminal Justice in its 
formative years was that more of its effort would be going into the 
application of our considerable body of behavioral sciences to the ques- 
tions of motivation, to the questions of deterrence and to the questions 
of building self-esteem. They didn't do it as much as we would have 
Uked, and that is really part of this set of hearings that we are having, 
to find out where the new paths and new directions lie. 

Assuming you think there is a role for criminal justice research, and 
emphasizing the application of behavioral science know-how to reduc- 
ing crime and reducing the incentives and motivations for crime, can 
you tell us where you think that research function ought to be located? 

Judge BAZELON. It ought not to be in a place under the aegis of those 
whose mission is simply law enforcement. It should be something other 
than law enforcement. In other words, I would not have research in 
connection with social causes of crime in any place in any institution, 
where the mission is law enforcement. 

Mr. SCHEUER. Are you saying that the National Institute should be 
moved out of LEAA, or are you saying it should be moved out of the 
Justice Department itself? 

Judge BAZELON. I am saying I wouldn't have it in LEAA or the 
Justice Department. 

Mr. SCHEUER. And how would you set it up? Would you set it up 
as a governmnetal agency like the National Science Foundation or the 
National Academy of Sciences, or would you set it up as a private, 
nonprofit research group like the Institute for Defense Analysis? 

Judge BAZELON. Any one of the institutions that you mentioned 
would be candidates. I haven't examined that question closely. But 
one thing that I am convinced about through my experience is that it 
is not fair to the institution whose mission is law enforcement to give 
them an assignment like this. 

Mr. SCHEUER. It is not fair to a law enforcement mission  
Judge BAZELON. Yes. 
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Mr. ScHBUEH [continuing]. To give it a research function. 
Judge BAZELOX. For social causes of crime. 
Mr. ScHEUER. Yes. 
Judge BAZBLON. It is not their bag. 
Mr. ScHEUEB. Yes. 
Do you have any questions? 
Ms. FKEED. Just one brief question, Judge Bazelon. Do you think 

there is any utility at all to the type of studies that have been going 
on now sponsored by the Institute which are considered applied re- 
search; the detective studies or other studies that help police catch 
people? And if you do feel there is vaUdity to such studies, should that 
research still be in the same type of center that you suggest for social 
research? 

Judge BAZELON. No, I don't think so. I think that type of research 
can be done in the Department of Justice or LEAA, but not look into 
the social causes. They are just not geared into it. 

Mr. ScHEUER. Minority counsel. 
Mr. STOVALL. Your Honor, you stated in yotir prepared text, 

your comments, that poverty and deprivation and discrimination 
which so often accompany it creates the conditions that make stjreet 
crime more likely. 

Is there any evidence, Judge, as to whether or not these conditions 
are any more aggravated than they were one decade or two decades 
ago? 

Judge BAZELON. Well, I think there is a different awareness in 
those that have been discriminated against so that they do become 
more active, and they do strike out. 

Somebody told them that they have a place in the Sun, and we are 
the ones that told them because it's part of our moral precept. They 
say, well, now, they want their place. 

The fact that they act it out m the fashion that they do is imfortu- 
nate, but if you ask me, I would say  

Mr. STOVALL. I'm sorry, I'm not hearing you. 
Judge BAZELON. All one can do about tms is speculate. 
Mr. STOVALL. I see. Thank you. 
How about deterrents or laxity in the court punishment of criminals? 

Has that become an element? 
Judge BAZELON. I didn't hear you. 
Mr. STOVALL. The issue of whether or not people are being punished 

sufiBcientty—is this an element in the increasing crime? 
Judge BAZELON. Well, as I understand it, there is no evidence to 

show that increased punishment is a deterrent for street crime. It is a 
very good deterrent for white collar crime. You give a man 6 months 
for income tax evasion and everybody in his country club will nm 
down and pay their taxes. So it does have a valid effect. 

Organized crime is a very bad thing but we don't close the doors 
because of organized crime and we don't stay off the streets because 
of it. 

What I meant to talk about today was strictly the street crime. 
Mr. STOVALL. Thank you. Judge. 
Mr. ScHEUER. Judge, you have given us eloquent testimony. 
Yes. 

94-928—77 9 
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Mr. GALLAGHKR. Judge, T appreciate j'our observations and I 
have one or two questions. You stated in your testimonj' on page 3, 
"Proverty creates the conditions that make street crime more likelj*." 
On this theme, Judge Day of the Ohio appellate court testified last 
week that maybe we should look at idleness rather than poverty as a 
cause for crime. In your opinion, does his observation tend to qualify 
your views on poverty as a cause for crime? 

Judge BAZELON. If I understand the question, I would saj- that 
idleness is associated with poverty. At least in my mind it is as.sociated 
with poverty. We are not talking about the idle rich, are we? 

Mr. GALLAGHER. NO, I don't believe that he was. 
On the same page you stated, "I see no hope for reducing violent 

street crime in this countrv until our society reaches this level of 
concern and humanity." Would you agree that Congress cannot 
legislate nor the executive branch administer these features, and that 
primarily this role is the role of parents, clergy, and educators? And 
more specifically, do you feel that parents, et cetera, are measuring 
up to their role with the j^outh todaj' in develojjing \nthin youth 
this concern and awareness for humanity? 

Judge BAZELON. Talking about the group that I was addressing? 
Mr. GALLAGHER. Yes, sir. 
Judge BAZELON. The parents haven't had a chance, either. I was 

on a committee of the National Academy of Science for child de- 
velopment, and I was the only layperson on this committee. The 
others were the great experts we have in this country- on child de- 
velopment. All they could tell us about child development was in the 
conte.Kt of a viable family unit. People living in poverty in the slums 
don't have that opportunitj'. Parents who are harassed often don't 
have the kind of life which permits them to provide their children 
a "viable family imit." 

In my experience on the bench T would guess that 98 percent of the 
crimes of violence are committed by people from the bottom of the 
barrel. Yet that 98 percent constitute a very, very small part of the 
deprived class. 

So most of the poor, of course, don't offend. Thc}"^ just live in their 
miserj'. Because poverty and discrimination and oppression is, for 
them, a livable status. 

Mr. GALLAHER. One final point. Judge, You stated that "our 
culture breeds crime"-—-"our culture breeds crime." Are we to 
believe that American culture—and I assume you are not referring 
to the American civilization—or that Western culture is inherently 
evil? 

Judge BAZELON. NO. 
Mr. GALLAGHER. Doesn't the American culture breed other things, 

too? Individual freedoms and opportunity? 
Judge BAZELON. Yes; but a culture that allows this kind of situtation 

to exist, a poverty class, a deprived class, is wrong. That doesn't 
mean we don't have a thousand other virtues. And what I was saying 
is: If we are going to abandon this group by just locking them all up 
and that's all we care about, just to ^et them out of the way, we 
ought to recognize, we ought to acknowledge that that is what we are 
doing; we are making a choice. 
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Now, you can say the sumval of the fittest is a law of nature. And 
you can argue that they are not fit. But in our Western civilization we 
don't believe that. When we go to church on Sunday or Saturday or 
whatever day we go to church, we believe in helping the weak. 

Mr. GALLAGHER. Thank you, Judge. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
Mr. ScHEUER. Chairman Conj'ers. 
Mr. CoNYERS. Thank you very much. I wouldn't miss this op- 

portunity to express my appreciation to Judge Bazelon for joining us. 
As usual, we like to ask our witnesses all the difficult and imponder- 

able questions, frequently the ones that we should perhaps ask our- 
selves. 

But it just occurred to me that as we worry about wliich way the 
research arm of LEAA ought to go, which is in the larger context of 
LEAA being reorganized itself, maybe we ought to be thinking about 
where the Department of Justice, the fountain of the justice sjstem 
in this country, ought to be going. 

I mean this is an appropriate time to a least contemplate reorga- 
nization or "rearrangement" if we don't want to use so drastic a term, 
and try to hook in the larger changes. 

I mean, is the system of justice inflexible? Have we reached a point 
now where it is just a matter of throwing rhetoric at each other? 

This happens frequently in the legislative body for reasons that I 
think are in some ways understandable. But can the jvistice s\'stera 
and those of us that are in those parts of it—can we overcome that 
tendency? Are we caught in a situation where we keep throwing the 
humanitarian liberal idioms at those who espouse the law and order, 
"Let's go back to the old school"? I mean is that something that can 
be broken out of? 

Judge BAZELON. Well, I don't know if I have an answer to that 
one. 1 do believe in keeping the job of law enforcement separate 
from the job of looking into the causes of crime. If you separate the 
two, this body has a better chance of getting the straight dope in 
both places. 

I don't know that I answered your question. What you want to do 
is to get rid of the rhetoric that is flying between the so-called liberals 
and so-called conservatives on this question. 

Mr. CONYERS. What bothers me is that we have been struggling in 
this ever since I can remember, and is there movement? Is there a 
greater understanding about the relationship of the justice system to 
a nation's values and to its people? I mean, is that being made any 
more, or what? 

Jutlge BAZELON. Well, I don't want to lay this down as anything 
very firm, but I sometimes feel that it is getting worse. When things 
get bad, we find the serenity to accept them because we are unwilling 
to pay the price for getting rid of causes of crime. We don't want to 
openly and forthrightiy say, "Well, it's impossible; it is just too 
expensive; we would have to change too much of our societal structure." 
Instead of acknowledging that we are making a choice, we just block 
it out. 

If we were proceeding on the premise that we can't afford to deal 
^vith the causes of crime; it is too long; we don't want to make the 
changes that are required for it, et cetera; and if it were open, we 
could have a public national debate: "Is this really what we want 
to do?" 
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We haven't brought it to that kind of visibility, and that is what 
bothers me. Once the debate is had and the decision is made, it is 
alwaj's there and you have something to work against. But this is 
in the dark. It is sub silentio. 

Mr. CoNYERs. I kind of hke that response. 
A last question: Is there anything in your observations here today, 

Judge, that warns us against the tyranny of statistics? 
\ou know what I'm getting afraid of is that you can prove just 

about anything that you want if you put it together that way. And I 
am beginning  

Mr. ScHEUER. If my coUeaeue will yield, there is an old saying, 
"Figures don't lie but liars often figure." 

Mr. CoNYERS. But I am worried about another part of it, Jim. I 
know about that, but I am thinking about almost the pure science. 
Isn't there a tyranny that can get involved there? 

And let me be specific for just a moment. I keep thinking that there 
may be a body of thought that is developing that, "There is no cure 
for crime, there never was, so let's not make any pretense about it." 
And then, of course, we drag out rehabilitation as Exhibit 1, that 
rehabilitation doesn't work, and we can prove that. 

Judge BAZELON. We have never tried it. 
Mr. CoNYERS. Exactly. And hooked into all that is the notion of, 

"Well, crime is a part of people and civilization and history," and you 
can get into some elaborate and very intellectual rationalizations if 
you're not careful. This is related to some of the work of, for example, 
the Trilateral Commission, which is now studying unrest in the intfus- 
trial countries of the United States and Japan and Europe, and they 
are sajdng, "Well, maybe people are expecting too much of their 
governments, and maybe their intellectual dissenters and youth pri- 
vatists (this is their language in some of their reports) are beginning 
to suggest, "Let's not get too far away on changing this whole system 
and it will reduce crime. Who knows what it is ^oing to do? Maybe it 
will increase it. Nobody knows. Let's just contmue with prison con- 
struction. We make a big fuss about how you judges sentence, and it 
is not the answer. And sometimes I wonder u we aren't getting in- 
volved in the tyranny of intellectualism. 

Judge BAZELON. All I can say to you, Mr. Conyers, is I am just 
operating on some reading. For 28 years I have heard thousands of 
appeals in criminal cases. I have read records. And what I say now is 
that I don't care what the figures show, the reality is—and I think 
the figures do back it up, but quite apart from the figures—the reali- 
ties are these people are coming from tne bottom of the barrel. And you 
will pick up a record and see that somebody was in trouble when he 
was 6, 8, 10, 12, and you see in the records coming up from trial courts 
a long list of things. Why, my God, what do you expect? 

And then if you learn anything about the family—^you don't learn 
very much about them from these reports at all, and it is understand- 
able. I am not saying that the probation officers and all the agencies 
who make these investigations can do all this. 

Mr. CoNYERs. Thank you. 
Mr. ScHBUBB. Judge, do you have anjr explanation for the alarming 

increase in criminal activity, including violent crime, by young people 
in afiluent suburbs? 
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Judge BAZELON. NO. I understand that there is an increase, but 

the interesting thing about that is—and this doesn't help altogether 
by any means—there is somebody in the wings that is interested, some- 
body looking after them, at least making an effort to do something 
about it. Somebody cares. In the other situation, nobody cares. And 
that is the tragedy. 

I am not saying that the families deal well with them. I could give 
vou a lot of chapter and verse on that but you have got other people to 
near. 

Mr. ScHETjER. Well, Judge, you have given us eloquent and pro- 
vocative testimony, and you still remain our conscience, and we thank 
you very much for being here. 

Next, Dr. Richard Atkinson, Director of the National Science 
Foundation, from whom we heard last week. 

TESTniONY OF DE. RICHARD C. ATKINSON, DIRECTOR, THE 
NATIONAL SCIENCE TOUNDATION 

Dr. ATKINSON. Mr. Chairman, I have a prepared statement for 
the record. 

Mr. ScHEUER. Yes, it will be printed in its entirety at this point in 
the record. 

[The prepared statement of Dr. Atkinson follows:] 

STATEMENT OF DK. RICHARD C. ATKINSON, DIRECTOR, NATIONAL SCIENCE 
FOUNDATION 

Thank you, Mr. Chairman, for the invitation to discuss with you today research 
on crime and criminal justice. As you Icnow, the National Science Foundation 
funds some basic and applied research that is relevant to crime and criminal 
justice. 

The basis for the Foundation's activity in this area stems from the conviction 
that science, and particularly the social sciences, can contribute to understanding 
crime and its causes and to crime treatment strategies and their effectiveness. 
This belief was recomized in the 1968 Senate Report (90-1137) accompanying 
amendments to the NSF Organic Act. 

These 1968 amendments were initiated by the House Science and Astronautics 
Committee. In commenting on the legislation which directed the Foundation to 
support social science research and to apply scientific research to the solution of 
national problems, the Senate Report said: 

"The Foundation is enjoined in this bill to give support to the social as well as 
the natural sciences. . . . Also, while the social sciences are not defined, and thus 
do not explicitly refer to law, the committee understands that the field of law is 
included therein, and expects NSF will support appUed and empirical research, 
studies, and activities in the field of laws which employ the tools of the social 
sciences or which interrelate with research in the natural or social sciences." 

The Foundation responded to this Congressional directive by considering for 
funding unsolicited proposals concerned with research on elements of the legal 
system. In 1970, NSF established the Law and Social Science Program in the 
basic research directorate. A year later, the Law, Science, and Technology Pro- 
gram, which considers applied research proposals, was made a part of the Re- 
search Applications Directorate. 

The thrust of these programs has been primarily in areas of civil law. Since the 
Law Enforcement Assistance Administration (LEAA) had been formed in 1969 
with a substantial budget and a powerful charter to conduct research, the Foun- 
dation chose to focus its programs primarily on features of the legal system not 
treated elsewhere by Government-supported research. The amount of NSF sup- 
port for research in this area has remained relatively constant at $2.5 million 
per year. 
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I would like now to describe briefly a few legal research projects being con- 
ducted by the Research Applications Directorate. These examples are being pre- 
sented, Mr. Chairman, to give you a flavor of the type of work being done: 

"National Conference on Minor Disputes Resolution" called by the Judicial 
Conference of the United States, the Conference of Chief Justices and the Amer- 
ican Bar Association, featured an empirical analysis of various small claims court 
models. This study was conducted by the National Center for State Courts under 
an NSF grant, and it presents the first large-scale comparative analysts of how 
various forms of small claims court operation affect the litigants and case outcomes. 

The area of environmental law was created in response to the National Environ- 
mental Policy Act of 1969, and the need for an orderly treatment of the field 
became apparent. A Foundation-supported study at the Environmental Law In- 
stitute produced the book, "Federal Environmental Law," which has become a 
standard in the field. 

As accessibility to legal services is increasing through the use of prepaid and 
legal insurance plans, attention to the social and economic impact of tliese phe- 
nomena is warranted. Soon after the passage of the legislation allowing for the 
negotiation for such plans as an employee benefit, the Foundation supported a 
study which produced a book entitled, "Prepaid Legal Services: Socioeconomic 
Impacts." 

All of the Foundation's legal research activities were coordinated where appro- 
priate, witii the Department of Justice and often with the National Institute on 
Law Enforcement and Criminal Justice (NILECJ). The NSF program managers 
responsible for this research are routinely in contact with their peers in the Depart- 
ment of Justice. In addition, the old Federal Council for Science and Technology 
Subcommittee on Social Systems and Human Resources considered questions 
of legal research. Finally, both NSF and Department of Justice legal research 
program managers call on their counterparts to assist with the peer review of 
pending proposals. Through these coordination efforts, both NSF and the De- 
partment of Justice have been able to avoid unnecessary duplication of research 
efforts and have kept abreast of programs each is conducting. 

The letter of invitation to these hearings asked for ways to ensure quality re- 
search in an institutional setting. I believe the experience of the National Science 
Foundation may be useful to your subcommittee in designing procedures and 
criteria for ensuring quality research related to this problem area. Although our 
procedures at NSF are constantly reviewed and periodically revised, we operate 
our program in accord with some fundamental concepts that remain relatively 
constant. In describing our general policies pertaining to research support, I am 
commending them for your consideration in the Federal research effort relating 
to crime and criminal justice. 

The fundamental feature of NSF decision-making for research funding is the 
peer review system. Since no agency can assemble a staff with the kind of varied 
and detailed expertise that research assessment requires, it is necessary to supple- 
ment staff reviews by outside review. Moreover, it is necessary to give considerable 
attention to the selection of appropriate reviewers and to their assessments and 
opinions. This mainstay of the NSF research evalauation system can be readily 
applied in the criminal justice field. 

A second feature of Foundation policy entails an emphasis on basic research to 
supply the fundamental knowledge on which to build more sharply targeted ap- 
plied research which can in turn yield applications of substantial public benefit. 
We are skeptical about the possibility of by-passing the preliminary steps in this 
sequence of knowledge building in favor of a crash program which lacks an ade- 
quate knowledge base. Basic research takes a numljer of years to come to full 
fruition, but the attempt to avoid such delays and to proceed to applications with- 
out first accumulating a fund of basic knowledge seems ill-advised. One cannot 
proceed directly to research appUcations, without the results of basic research. 
There is little to apply except opinions and prejudice in the appUcations effort. 
While this feature of NSF policy is also adaptable to research and development in 
crime and criminal justice, it cannot be expected to provide quick or easy solutions 
to the pressing needs of the criminal justice system. But our experience in all 
fields of scientific research suggests that it is the best route to follow for eventual 
success in problem solving. 

A third feature of Foundation policy is the use of the grant mechanism in sup- 
porting scientific research. Grants provide more flexibility to the scientist to 
modify his research design to meet the contingencies of ongoing research. In addi- 
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tion, grants tend to require less bureaucratic paperwork which diverts time and 
energy from the actual research effort. 

Fourth, NSF's procedures attempt to provide more long-term funding, thus 
precluding the necessity of engrossing expert talent in the task of constant pro- 
posal prt'paraliou. 

Finally, NSF policy emphasizos the ptihlication of research results in referred 
professional journals. While we request technical reports to the Foundation, the 
major avenue of dissemination of research results is not through the Foimdation 
itself but through the established channels of scientific communication. This, we 
believe, subjects our funding decisions to still another test of adequacy—^the 
critical appraisal b.v knowledgeable experts in their editorial opinions. It also 
provides an incentive to investigators to make their work conform to the best 
.standards of the field, in addition to providing for the wide dissemination of 
results. The dissemination of results is important both for stimulating new research 
efforts that build upon the work already completed and for suggesting new 
applications of the findings. 

The b.isic policies of the National Science Foundation are applicable, with 
appropriate modifications, to research programs in any agency. Immediate solu- 
tions of consideral^le merit may be generated in alternative ways, but research- 
generated solutions simply take time. Our experience indicates that research 
results usually reward the effort. 

A second request in your letter of invitation asked for recommendations regard- 
ing the restructuring of Federal research support in criminal justice and crime. 
The NSF agrees that this issue is an important one which deserves the considera- 
tion being given to it by your committees and by the National Academy of 
Sciences panel. 

As you know, Mr. Chairman, the National Science Board has formally resolved 
that mission agencies should be encouraged to conduct basic research involved 
directly with their area of responsibility. In the resolution adopted unanimously 
in October 1974, the Board encouraged ". . . mission agencies of the Federal 
government to maintain Strong basic research programs in areas that have the 
potential of contributing to their mission objectives over the long term." Con- 
sequently, I believe that the Department of Justice, which has the mission of law 
enforcement, should create a structure which will sustain high quahty research. 

In this resolution of the National Science Board, the Director of the National 
Science Foundation ". . . is urged to take an active role in promoting basic 
research within the Executive Branch, including assisting other Federal agencies 
as appropriate in initiating basic research programs where none now exists and 
where the potential for long term benefits to the agencies' missions from such 
programs is greatest; and through discussions with the mission agencies and the 
Office of Management and Budget ascertain the status of Federal programs of 
ba.slc research." 

In this regard, I would suggest that the Department of Justice, together with 
the National Institute of Mental Health, the National Science Foundation, the 
Office of Management and Budget, and any other interested and appropriate 
agencies, undertake a joint planning effort to identify research problems and 
establish research priorities, to identify the research community, and to develop 
an integrated plan for the support of high quality research—both ba.sic and 
applied—on the legal system. To the extent that it appears, after careful analysis, 
that the Foundation can make a positive contribution to the development and 
support of research on crime and criminal justice, we will set ourselves to that 
task. 

Mr. Chairman, this concludes my formal statement. I will be happy to answer 
questions at this time. 

Dr. ATKINSON. Let me take two or three minutes to cover some key- 
points. 

As yon know, the National Science Foundation is involved in some 
basic and some applied research relevant to crime and criminal justice. 
In fact, the Foundations' charter was expanded in 1968 to mclude 
research in the social sciences; and the language specifically included 
research related to law. 

Since then, NSF has funded several projects in that area, most of 
them in civil law. Our program is a small one, amounting to about 
$2.5 million a year during the past 5 years. 
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In my prepared statement I give examples of several projects that 
XSF has supported. I think they demonstrate the productivity assoc- 
iated with funding of basic and applied research in the legal system. 

NSF coordinates all of its activities in this area of research with 
the Department of Justice and with the National Institute of Law 
Enforcement and Criminal Justice. Our purpose is to minimize 
duplication of research effort. 

In your letter to me, j'ou asked me to suggest some means to insure 
quality research in an institutional setting. I believe, and the National 
Science Foundation believes, there are several fundamental concepts 
that do relate to insuring quality research. 

One of these concepts is peer review, a sj-stem in which research 
proposals are reviewed by scientists who are peers of the proposer. 
When we receive a proposal at NSF, we go out to the scientific com- 
munity for peer reviews. A typical proposal is reviewed independently 
by 6 to 10 scientists. The proposal also may be re\newed again by a 
fianel of scientists who recommend whether the project warrants 
unding. We rely on some 30,000 scientists each year to provide peer 

reviews for NSF. 
Another concept is the importance of basic research to building a 

foundation of knowledge. It is not enough merely to require research 
in certain areas, and then to assume that something, in fact, is going 
to be accomplished. To the contrary, what is required is a long-term 
commitment of effort, a commitment that attempts to build a base 
of fundamental knowledge. 

Earlier this morning, some efforts in the 1960's were mentioned: 
the Headstart program, early intervention, and the like. In my opinion, 
those research efforts had no sustained or substantial impact. The 
work was poorly conceived; a knowledgeable researcher would have 
rejected it as a sound method for building a knowledge base in the 
fiolfl. Unfortunately, many people, using inadequate data, decided that 
early intervention and Headstart programs were not effective. 

Fortimately, there were other research programs, not funded by the 
Federal Government, but by private foundations. These programs 
were well-conceived with a long-term followup, with appropriate de- 
sign and control procedures. And these studies now are beginning to 
paint an important picture about the effects of early intervention. 

I guess the point I am trying to make here is that ]ust simply to say 
that one is going to engage in research in an area is not enough. The 
research has to ne research; that is building a basic foundation. 

A third concept of NSF policy is the flexibility of grants when com- 
pared with contracts. Particularly with regard to basic research, it 
IS important to have the flexibility that grants provide. Of course, there 
are times when a contract is appropriate to a targeted effort, but gen- 
erally in basic research the scientific investigator needs flexibility for 
modifying his research design and procedures as his work unfolds. 

The fourth concept is the importance of long-term funding. It does 
little good to begin a program, terminate it, begin it, terminate it, and 
so on. One has to builcT a community of scholars, build a store of 
knowledge based on prior information. "Without long-terra funding, 
the best people are not attracted to the field simply because there is 
no commitment, no insurance, that there will be stable support of the 
activity. 
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Everyone in the research business knows about what are sometimes 
referred to as body shops. There is no question that you can ask to have 
research done and find groups that will conduct that research and 
frovide reports. And if one wants to call that research, then, fine. But 

think in my book most of that work does not count as research, and 
one of the problems has been that we have not been able to attract the 
best minds to some of these areas simply because there has not been 
enough attention to stability and long-term commitments to work 
in some of these areas. 

Another important concept of NSF poUcy regarding research is 
that the research be published in the open literature and published in 
referred journals. 

We are not fond of asking for lots of technical reports. We are not 
fond of emphasizing dissemination programs when there is little 
information to disseminate. The view is that the work should be pub- 
lished in the open literature where it can be critiqued by colleagues, 
where it can be evaluated in terms of the quality of the work. 

Mr. Chairman, I think the concepts that I have described are as 
applicable to research in physics or mathematics as they are to work in 
economics and sociology, or to research on crime and criminal justice. 

The second request in your letter of invitation concerned the re- 
structuring of the Federal research support in criminal justice and 
crime. I have read the National Academy of Sciences' report and 
find myself in agreement with many of its recommendations. Varia- 
tions on those recommendations could be debated, but with the 
general set of recommendations I agree. 

On the other hand, let me emphasize one point. The National 
Science Board, the poUcymaking body of the Foundation, holds that 
research should not be restricted to a single agency. In October 1974, 
the board by resolution encouraged: 
* * * mission agencies of the Federal Government to maintain strong 
basic research programs in areas that have the potential of contribut- 
ing to their mission objectives over the long term. 

In other words, NSF believes that each mission agency should be 
involved in the support of applied and ba-sic research relevant to the 
agency's mission. NSF should also be engaged in a broad range of 
research, but in our opinion it is a mistake to designate a single agency 
with full responsibility for research in a particular area. 

In this context, it is interesting to compare the Soviet and U.S. 
systems for the support of science. The Soviet system is targeted, 
organized, planned, singular in its scheme of funding. In contrast, 
the U.S. system relies on research supported by an array of mission 
agencies, by the National Science Foundation, and the like. From 
my examination of these two prototypes for the support of research, 
I think there is little doubt that the U.S. system has many advantages. 
And so I would argue that research in crime and criminal justice 
should be sponsored in the framework of the Department of Justice, 
but it should also be sponsored by an agency like the National Science 
Foundation, by HEW, and by others. In short, there should be a 
fairly broad base of research conducted in crime and criminal justice. 

Whatever is done, there should be some attempt among the key 
agencies involved—the Department of Justice, the National Institute 
of Mental Health, the National Science Foundation, and others—to 
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piHn ft mon? coordjnat«l effort, to try to lav down a plan for at least 
• At^thAf. on bow differmt aew-cies eho'ild commit re>ources to different 
iu;tiviii<-i r<rlat«l to f-rime and criminal ja-tice. 

Nfr. .v.HEf.EB. Thank you very much. Dr. Atkinson. 
In U*rm* of wh<>re the criminal Justice research should lie. and 

we are not su^?'*--t;ng that it should be located exclusively in any one 
a^'rn'y, but outside the work of the National Institute of Law 
Knforf^ftment and Criminal Justice, do you have any comments on 
the qii'"ttion of restruct'irinp as to where that research should be 
located? .Should it remain in LEA.:V? Should it be moved out of LEA.V 
under the direction of an assistant attorney general in charge of 
r*!.vjarch and development? Should it be moved outside of the Justice 
Department? 

Of all of the options which suggest themselves, which one appeals 
to you? 

Dr, ATKINSON. I do believe that the National Science Foundation 
Bhould have some part in supporting research in this area. In addition, 
I believe that the Department of Justice should have a strong pro- 
gram of both basic and applied research. 

How one protects a basic program and insures its long-term support, 
its long-term guidance, free from influences of the day-to-day needs 
of a particular department poses a diflBcult problem. 

I tliink I would come down on the side of the Academy's report— 
for a free-standing institute to insure independence of research 
activities. 

WImt is critical here is that bridges be built to the outside world. 
I would not want to see more in-house laboratories. But it is important 
to insure that a group of scholars and researchers is being built in 
the academic world and elsewhere, researchers who are committed 
to those problems and to a procedure where the best research is 
supported, where the decision about the best research is based on an 
open and public peer review process. 

Mr. ScuEtJEH. John. 
Mr. (.'oNYEUS. Thank you. 
Dr. Atkinson, let mo start back from the beginning. 
What is the relationship between the Academy and the Foundation? 

I know there is no formal relationships, but could someone wandering 
onto the Washington scene say, "These people are duplicating one 
another," in this area of justice system activity and research? 

Dr. ATKINSON. Between the National Acaclemy of Sciences and 
the National Science Foundation? 

Mr.   CoNTERS.   Yes. 
Dr. ATKINSON. Mr. Chairman, that would take some time, and 

I am not sure you want to get into that. 
Mr. (\)NYEHS. Well, take a minute or two. 
Dr. .VTKINSON. The National Science Foundation is a Government 

agency responsible for the support of basic and some applied research; 
NSF does maintain in-houso laboratories. We support research via 
grants and contracts, many at universities, but also at other in- 
stitutiotis wliore research is conducted. 

The .Niitionai Acaiieniy of Sciences is quite different. I am a member 
of the National Acaileniy. In part it is an honorilic socict}' for dis- 
tingui>.luHl -scientists, and in part it is an organization where the 
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Government can turn for advice and studies. The National Academy 
of Sciences doesn't duplicte the National Science Foundation in 
terms of the support of research. Am I making myself clear? 

Mr. CoNYEKs. Well, we are getting more exposed to the subject 
matter, let's put it like that. 

Dr. ATKIXSOX. Let me comment a little further. Whatever the term 
"duplication" means is complicated. 

Tnc National Science Foundation, for example, sponsors an active 
program of research in the biological sciences. The pro{2:ram of course, 
relates to the program of research sponsored by the National Institutes 
of Health. We also have an active program in the physical sciences. 
It, of course, relates to the Department of Energy. 

Mr. CoNYERS. I am more interested hi just keeping it to the criminal 
justice and criminal research, pure and applied. 

Dr. ATKIXSOX. All right. 
Mr. CoxYERs. Let's keep it to that area. In that connection, for 

example, I am supposed to be working with the National Center for 
State Courts, on this issue of courts and communities. Coidd I or a 
member of the staff drop a note off to the National Science Foundation 
and find out what kind of studies you have made about the court 
systems? 

Dr. ATKIXSON. Absolutely. A telephone call, would brin» at least 
one person up to review the programs we have been involved in. 

Mr. CoxYERs. What, roughly, would 1 get? What would happen? 
Would they say: 

There are 792 studies that have been made that we have commLssioned to 
various universities and academicians and professors, and if you are interested 
in this part of the communities and the courts and the problem-s, we have 792 
studies. 

Woidd that happen or what would happen? 
Dr. ATKIXSOX. There are two driving factors here. One is the quality 

of the proposals that we receive, and wc do respond in terms of what 
we judge to be scientific merit. On the other hand, we do try to identify 
special areas of interest where research needs to be done. Consequently, 
we try to draw in competent researchers to worry about these problems 
and to submit proposals. 

So, in part, we are driven by the quality of ideas coming from the 
scientific community, but in part we are tr\ing to identify areas where 
we think more scientific work might be done. By conferences and 
meetings, we try to encourage a flow of proposals in that particular 
area. But once those proposals come in, tney are still weighed against 
the standard of quality. 

We have a small program in the area of civil law. We have a small 
progi'am in the social sciences. In my opinion, the U.S. Government 
has a minimal investment in understanding of the behavioral and 
social sciences. In the 1960's, there was talk of a national foundation 
for the social sciences; frankly, I was cool to the idea because I believe 
in the unity of sciences, and I do beheve that in the behavioral and 
social sciences, much is to be gained from a fundamental understanding 
of biological and natural science relationships. And in that sense I 
was not fond of the idea of a national foundation for the social sciences. 

I beheve the quality of work within an organization like the National 
Science Foundation is better than it would have been under something 
like a foundation for the social sciences. 
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On the other hand, the nature of the funding for the social sciences 
during the past 7 or 8 years has been minimal. If there had been a 
separate foimdation, I am sure—even using examples like the endow- 
ments—there would have been a better base of funding. 

Mr. Chairman, I am concerned about the low level of funding this 
country has conmutted to the behavioral and social sciences. And I 
might add that the National Science Board, after reviewing this 
matter in some detail during the past couple of years, has come 
forward with strong resolutions concerning funding. 

Mr. CoxTERS. Otie la.st question. It seems to me, then, that I can 
infer that the Foundation doesn't have a great impact on this whole 
area of research and crime. I mean there is nobody waiting breath- 
lessly to find out what the work product of the first 6 months is going 
to be, or there are not law enforcement agencies banging our door try- 
ing to find out what the latest theory is that is coming down the pike. 

Dr. ATKIXSON. Mr. Chairman, if that were the case, I would know 
we are not doing our job properly. The work we sponsor is not de- 
signed to provide results 2 months from now. It is there to build a 
knowledge base upon which other agencies can build, upon which 
applied and developmental efforts can build. 

As I said, in this particular area of civil justice, we have only about 
$2.5 million involved. I think it represents a superb effort. One needs 
only look in some detail at the program to judge the significance of 
its effort. 

Mr. CoxTERS. This is the last of the last questions. 
Can we in some subsequent attachment get an idea of the scope of 

the program? Because I haven't heard it described really, and I am 
not sure if someone said, "Tell me what goes on in the program"— 
except that it is small and isolated, I still don't know what it is doing. 

Dr. ATKIXSON. There are in my prepared statement some examples 
of what the program is doing. I will follow up on this exchange by 
sending you a summary of the material we have. 

Mr. CoxYERS. Thank you very much. 
Mr. ScHEUER. Dr. Atkinson, I notice you were quoted in the 

June 19 issue of the Washington Post to the effect that "There is no 
5-year solution to the energy crisis, and that science just doesn't 
operate with these 5-year turnaround times." 

Would it be fair to say that you would make the same observation 
in connection with criminal justice research, crime research? 

Dr. ATKIXSON. Very much so, Mr. Chairman. We have only begun 
to do serious research in these areas in the past 10 years. The amount 
of work being done is minimal. One needs only to look at the univer- 
sities and to examine the departments of sociology, political science, 
and others, to realize that one can't expect to be moving rapidly in 
these fields. 

Mr. ScHETJER. And I take it you feel a great deal more emphasis 
should be placed on the application of social science and behavioral 
know-how to the problems of crime and motivation and incentives 
and deterrents, and so forth, along the lines Judge Bazelon mentioned. 

Dr. ATKIXSON. Very much, Mr. Chairman. And long-term research 
should be viewed as part of the fabric of this society. It should not be 
viewed so that someone can come along and say, "Look, we spent 
$200 million over the past 5 years on crime; therefore we should stop, 
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and we should have the answers. In the absence of the answers, 
somehow the program has failed." 

I want to emphasize that saying you are doing research—and 
spending money on what is called research—is no guarantee that you 
are going to build a necessary base of fundamental knowledge. We 
now have a history of 10 years in which an awful lot of nonsense was 
done under the guise of research. 

Mr. ScHEUER. You state in jour testimony that the Department 
of Justice, which has the mission of law enforcement, should create 
a structure which will sustain high-quality research. And I take it 
you would mean both long-term research, appUed research, behavioral 
research, and the like. 

The National Institute e.xists as the present structure for R. & D. 
within LEAA. How would you change that? Or if you started from 
a clean slate, what would you produce in the place of what exists now? 

Dr. ATKINSON. I would probably try to develop an overall Federal 
plan involving several agencies. I am sure one aspect of the plan 
would be an mstitute within the Department of Justice—protected 
from the day-to-day requirements of the Department—to conduct 
applied research, but also moving into basic research. 

Mr. ScHEUER. And you feel that it would be feasible to protect 
such an institute from the political pressures of a mission-oriented 
agency? 

Dr. ATKINSON. There arc some examples from the ])ast in which we 
have done quite well. ARPA in the Department of Defense is an 
example of an effective research program that was not driven by the 
day-to-<iay requirements of the Department of Defense. One can talk 
about other examples. 

Mr. CoNTERS. Would the gentleman yield at that point. 
I have never heard of an independent constituency in the Defense 

Department in my life. That is why I want to know a little more 
about it. It sounds like the idea in the Department of Energy Reor- 
ganization Act before the Goveniment Operations Committee now in 
which they proposed to establish a quasi-independent regulatory 
agency in this huge Department of Energy, with a new Secretary, 1& 
Undersecretaries, and they put in a little office in which it would say 
on the door, "Independent Agency," that could overturn any of 
Dr. Schlesinger's notions. 

And that goes off in my head when I think of the Pentagon and an 
independent agency over there telling the Secretary of Defense that 
he is dead wrong and the Joint Chiefs of Staff that they are not thinking 
straight about their military prognostications. 

It is very, very hard for me to imagine that. 
Dr. ATKINSON. Mr. Chairman, I think the point is that an agency 

like ARPA would not be expected to provide advice on a day-to-day 
basis. Instead, it would be trying to build a base of knowledge for a 
longer-term effort. 

I don't mean to say that many of the people in such an institute 
would not be valuable advisers, but I could not imagine them giving 
uniform advice on a particular issue. 

Mr. CoNYERS. You used an acronym. 
Dr. ATKINSON. ARPA, the Advanced Research Projects Agency, 

has had a unique record of fostering a strong program of basic research 
related to the mission. 
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Mr. ScHEUEB. What kind of research does ARPA do compared with 
IDA, the Institute for Defense Analj'^is? 

Dr. ATKINSON. ARPA supports a broad range of work, much of it 
basic in character. It has had a unique history. 

Mr. ScHEUER. And it is competitive with IDA? 
Dr. ATKINSON. I don't know the details of IDA. 
Mr. ScHEUER. All right. 
Counsel. 
Mr. GREGORY. It was a little unclear to me from your prepared 

statement how you make the distinction between basic and applied 
research. One of the principles of your program, you say, is the 
necessity of basic research to build a base for applied. And yet, in 
your statement, you say that the program, which is the law, science, 
and technoloOT program, considers applications for applied research. 
WTipirft does the applied come in? 

Dr. ATKINSON. We have two separate programs. One is called law 
and social science, emphasizing basis research. The other part of the 
program is targeted and contains more specific applications. In this 
second group, the research projects are targeted, trjing to get some 
fairly specific answers. In the first group, particular goals are difficult 
to identify. Really, the goal is building the knowledge base. 

\Ir. GREGORY. Would you have separate peer review groups for 
those two programs? 

Dr. ATKINSON. It is complicated. Yes, you may on some occasions; 
on other occasions, you maj' not. But the division between basic re- 
search, applied research, and developmental activities—even though 
the U.S. Government uses those terms—makes it difficult to identify 
projects  for separate peer review groups. 

Mr. SCHEUER. One brief question because we are running behind. 
Mr. STOVALL. Sir, you have analyzed the National Academy's 

report; is that correct. 
Dr. ATKINSON. I wouldn't say I have analyzed it. I have read it. 
Mr. STOVALL. And I assume you have been familiar with the activ- 

ities of the National Institute of Law Enforcement and Criminal 
Justice? 

Dr. ATKINSON. NO; you are making the WTong assumption there. I 
do not claim to be an expert in programs of the Institute. I know about 
some activities it has supported, but I certainly have not been 
deeply involved or knowledgeable about the range of work it has done. 

Mr. STOVALL. Sir, in makmg the proposal that the National Science 
Foundation might be involved in the area of criminal research then, 
and making an assumption that you have some working knowledge 
of the Institute we are discussing nere in the hearings here today, I am 
just going to ask you simply if the $150 million that has been spent 
since 1969 until last year by the Institute might be in some way usable 
to collect the data bank that you speak of and continue the use of 
the Institute, or do you recommend a complete dismembering and 
dismantling and reallocation of resources? 

Dr. ATKINSON. I think I have been fairly clear—I don't have any 
recommendation for dismantling. Perhaps you could try to put the 
question in steps for me. 

Mr. STOVALL. I am afraid we are limited on time. 
Let me just ask, then, if you feel that the Institute, as the Academy 

has analyzed it, should be disbanded? 
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Dr. ATKINSON. I think not. I believe the Department of Justice 
should have a research ann, one including both basic and ap[)Iied re- 
search. How that research arm is organized is one of the issues before 
this committee. The Academy's report provides valuable guidelines 
By and large, I would subscribe to those guidelines. 

Mr. STOVALL. Ami do you feel that the report that the Academy 
made, recommending that the Department of Justice have a researcn 
arm, would adequately insulate tne research arm from the political 
and other aspects that they also complain of? 

Dr. ATKINSON. I don't know, sir. It would depend on how the 
institute is organized, what the nature of the advisory structure is to 
the institute, how the director of the institute is appointed—a long 
list of items. 

Mr. STOVALL. Mr. Chairman, on the basis of the time problem, I 
will stop. 

Dr. ATKINSON. I would be happy to talk by telephone, later. 
Mr. GALLAGHER. Dr. Atkinson, you suggest that Federal efforts be 

pooled to aid LEAA in three things in the research area: one, identify 
research problems; two, establish priorities; and three, identify the 
community. 

I am baffled because these well-meaning suggestions raise the ques- 
tion: Where, lo these many years since 1968, has LEAA/NILECJ been 
that it still doesn't know its OWTI problems, its own clientele, and its 
own research priorities? 

Dr. ATKINSON. I doubt this can ever be done once and for all. It 
has to be done on a continuing basis. And one always has to examine 
priority goals and procedures. I would probably argue that there has 
not been enough examination of procedures and goals. 

For example, there is good coortiination between the Department 
of Justice and the National Science Foundation in what we are doing 
and what they are doing, but there is not enough planning regarding 
the future and not enough coordination with regard to future activities. 

In the sciences we have the Federal Council on Science and Tech- 
nology which tries to draw in the many different agencies and players 
in this game to lay plans in various fields of science, and that sort of 
planning activity, I think, needs to be emphasized in this particular 
area. 

I don't ar^e that none has been done in the past, but it is the 
sort of planning activity that needs to be emphasized. 

Mr. GALLAGHER. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
Mr. ScHEUER. Thank you very much, Dr. Atkinson. We appreciate 

your testimony. 
Dr. ATKINSON. Thank you. 
Mr. ScHEUER. Next is Dr. Saleem Shah, the Director of the Center 

for Crime and Delinquency, National Institute of Mental Health. 

TESTIMONY OF DE. SALEEM A. SHAH, DIRECTOR, CENTER FOR 
CRIME AND DELINQUENCY, NATIONAL INSTITUTE OF MENTAL 
HEALTH, ACCOMPANIED BY THOMAS L. LALLEY 

Mr. ScHEUER. We are delighted to have you here today. Dr. Shah, 
and look forward to hearing from you. Your fidl testimony will be 
printed at this point in the record, so if you wish, you may just talk 
informally. 
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[The prepared statement of Dr. Shah follows:] 

STATEMENT BY SALEEH A. SHAH, PH. D., NATIONAL INSTITUTE OF MENTAL 
HEALTH 

Messrs. Chairman, I am honored to have the opportunity to testify before this 
joint meeting of your two Subcommittees concerning the program of the Center 
for Studies of Crime and Delinquency in the National Institute of Mental Health. 
My remarks will be based on my involvement with the NIMH crime and delin- 
quency program since 1966, and also on my knowledge of the various other Federal 
programs and activities in the crime and criminal justice areas during this point of 
time. 

Since 1968 our Center has been the focal point in NIMH for research and train- 
ing activities in the areas of crime and delinquency, individual violent behavior, 
and related law and mental health issues. While the NIMH has had programs and 
activities in the crime and delinquency area for more than 15 years, it was in 1968 
that the Center received its own funds and assumed primary responsibility for 
programs in this area. The Center operates with an annual budget of approxi- 
mately $5,000,000 in research and training grant funds, and has a staff of seven 
profassional and five support staff. Our program is conducted primarily through 
the support of basic and applied research as well as clinical anci research training 
grants. These grants are awarded on a competitive basis to investigators located 
in all parts of the country. The Center also has responsibility for providing con- 
sultation and technical assistance and for the timely "user-oriented" dissemination 
of important project findings. We also place much emphasis and importance on 
efforts to facilitate the utilization of significant findings in order to improve rele- 
vant social policies, practices and services. (Some specific examples of such efforts 
will be provided later in these remarks.) 

In testimony prepared in 1975 for the House Subcommittee on Domestic and 
International Scientific Planning and Analysis, considerable information was 
provided on the history and development of the Center's program, on some of its 
research accomplishments, and also on our efforts to ensure adequate dissemination 
and utilization of important findings from the program.' Rather than cover much 
of that same ground in my remarks today, I would like at this point to simply 
direct your attention to a short passage in the earlier testimony in which the fol- 
lowing statement appeared with respect to the NIMH program in crime and 
delinquency: 

". . . in keeping with the trend observable in other fields of scientific endeavor, 
the NIMH program has become increasingly 'mission-oriented' as possibilities 
for practical social applications of research findings have become more apparent. 
Underpinning the entire process, however, has been a continuing commitment to 
high standards of scientific excellence and to the continued search for new and 
improved knowledge." 

This passage from the earlier testimony speaks rather directly to some of the 
concerns that appear to have prompted these hearings. That is, it affirms that it 
has been possible for the National Institute of Mental Health to develop a program 
of research on crime and delinquency which is concerned about and responsive 
to practical social needs, but which also maintains high standards of scientific 
excellence. In my testimonj^ today, I would like to indicate some of the conditions 
and influences that have, 1 believe, helped to make this type of research program 
possible. 

THE   NIMH   ROLE   IN   CRIME   AND   DELINQUENCt   RESEARCH 

The National Institute of Mental Health has a mandate under the Public 
Health Service Act to undertake a comprehensive program of research, education, 
training, and planning with respect to problems of human behavior related to 
mental illness and mental health. The Act further directs the NIMH to admin- 
ister its program in ways that will encourage the broadest possible participation 
of professionals and paraprofessionals in the fields of medicine, the various sci- 
ences, and other disciplines. In numerous actions over the last three decades, the 

1 U.S. Honxe of Kepresentatlves. Subcommittee on Domestic and International Scientific 
Planning, Analysis, and Cooperation. The Application of Science and Technology to Crime 
Control; Special Overtii/ht Bcaringt. July 16,17, and 18,1975. 



Congress has also irientified crime and delinquency as one of the problem areas 
that should be of specific concern to NIMH because of the frequency with which 
problems of mental health are involved. 

The program of the NIMH Center for Studies of Crime and Delinquency is 
founded on the assumption that the phenomena of crime and delinquency in the 
United States pose research issues and questions that are far too numerous and 
complex for any single Federal program to address satisfactorily. Crime and 
delinquency may indeed be viewed from one research perspective as constituting, 
in the main, offenses against the law which are the primary concern of the Nation s 
criminal and juvenile justice agencies. From another point of view, it is equally 
clear that "crime" and "delinquency" are simply legal terms that do not provide 
very adequate scientific descriptions of the behaviors and phenomena in question. 
Since delinquent and criminal behaviors constitute sub-categories of human 
behavior, our understanding of the former must of necessity occur within the 
context of improved understanding of the latter. Similarly, societal reactions and 
responses to various forms of social deviance, including crime and delinquency, 
need to be studied within the context of a broad understanding of social and 
institutional processes. The essential thrust of my point, therefore, is that while 
a focused program of research in the criminal justice area is clearly needed, a wide 
range of other perspectives and a pluralistic approach should characterize Federal 
research strategies aimed at promoting better understanding, amelioration, and 
prevention of the Nation's crime and delinquency problems. 

Our Center places primary emphasis on the development of improved scientific 
knowledge for better understanding and coping with various types of deviant, 
maladaptive, aggressive and violent behaviors that frequently involve violations 
of the criminal and juvenile laws. The Center's conceptualization of its mission 
further requires that attention be given both to the individuals who engage in 
socially deviant behaviors and also to the larger social contexts in which these 
behaviors occur, are observed, and are responded to in accordance with prevailing 
social norms and legal rules. The Center's program thus encompasses problems 
that are of concern not only to criminal justice agencies but also to scientists in 
several fields, mental health professionals and paraprofessionala, mental health 
agencies, social welfare agencies, schools, and concerned citizens at all levels of 
Federal, state and local government. 

During the 1950's and early 1960's, when it was virtually the only source of 
Federal grant support for researchers concerned with problems of crime and 
delinquency, the NIMH did periodically support important research that would 
more properly have fallen within the mission of a Federal criminal justice research 
program—hsid any such program then existed. A case in point wa.s the growing 
need in the mid-1960'8 for improved data on correctional outcomes in the United 
States. In order to respond to this need, and because no other source of Federal 
grant support was then available, the NIMH sponsored development of the 
Nation's first uniform system of reporting on the effectiveness of parole programs. 
Subsequently, the establishment of the National Institute of Law Enforcement 
and Criminal Justice (NILECJ) and of the Law Enforcement Assistance Admin- 
istration (LEAA) within the Department of Justice, made it possible for the new 
Institute to assume responsibility for the further development of the uniform 
parole reporting system after the original NIMIi research grant expired. In this 
and many other ways, the establishment of the LEAA research institute con- 
tributed to a much-needed division of the Federal effort in crime research, with 
NILECJ addressing those issues of greatest concern to the Nation's criminal 
justice agencies, and the NIMH concentrating on issues of relevance to the mental 
health aspects of crime and delinquency. 

In more recent years, still other programs of Federal research related to prob- 
lems of crime have been established in such agencies as the Department of 
Transportation, the Federal Judicial Center, and the Treasury Department. 
These programs are indicative of the growing complexity of our crime and criminal 
justice problems, and of the importance of a total Federal effort in this area that 
encompasses specific agency concerns. 

THE  NIMU  RESEARCH  ENVIRONMENT 

An important, and indeed essential, influence on the development of the 
NIMH crime and delinquency effort has been the agency environment within 
which the Center's program has been located. Since its establishment in 1946, 
the NIMH has emphasized scientific research as its primary mission and has 
placed continuing emphasis on the maintenance of high standards of scientific 
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excellence in all NIMH-supported research and related activities. The range of 
the agency's research program also encompasses all of the scientific disciplines 
that are relevant to the understanding of problems of human behavior and mental 
illness, such as biology, neurochemistry, neurophysiology, endocrinology, be- 
havioral genetics, psychopharmacology, psychology, psj-chiatry, sociologj-, an- 
thropology, epidemiology, social work, and nursing. 

The principal formal mechanism used by NIMH (and the many other Public 
Health Service Institutes) to insure that only high quality research Is supported, 
is the system of "peer review." All incoming grant applications are channeled to 
an appropriate NIMH program and its associated initial review group (or study 
section) of non-Federal experts in those program area.s. These review groups 
meet three times a year to review applications for scientific and technical merit 
and to make recommendations with respect to funding. These recommendations, 
along with detailed summaries of the panel's reviews on all applications, are 
then passed on to the National Advisory Mental Health Council—which is 
composed of experts, citizens, and non-NIMH federal officials. By law, only 
those applications can receive funding that have been recommended for approval 
by the Council. Research grants recommended for approval typically reflect a 
wide range of scientific disciplines, specialty areas, perspectives, and research 
approaches. 

In addition to the institutional environment and quality control mechanisms, 
there are also informal norms and values associated with scientific research that 
further reinforce the agency's commitment to broad-ranging and high quality 
research. Thus, it is expected, and ha-s always been the case, that top-level admin- 
istrative positions in the agency and program branches will be filled by persons 
who have had either research training and some experience in conducting scientific 
research, or are familiar with and sympathetic to the values associated with such 
research. However, effective sign-off authority for research grant awards does 
not rest with top agency administrators, but rather with the managers of particular 
research and related programs since it is presumed that these persons are most 
substantively qualified to determine which approved applications should be 
funded in relation to such factors as scientific merit, program priorities, and 
availability of funds. Top administrators of course retain the authoritj' to overrule 
these funding decisions of program managers, but this authority rarely needs to 
be exercised. Approved research grants may be funded by NIMH programs for 
periods ranging from one to five years. This ability to approve projects for funding 
over several years is an important means for insuring program and research 
continuity and for allowing investigators sufficient time to complete their proj- 
ects without needless administrative disruptions. Investigators can also submit 
requests for additional and continued support after their initial period of funding. 
These requests come to NIMH in the form of competing grant applications which 
must, again, go through the usual peer review process in order to be eUgible for 
funding. 

PROGRAM PLANNING 

As indicated earlier, the research program of the NIMH Center for Studies of 
Crime and Delinquency is founded on the proposition that behaviors which are 
harmful to society need to be studied from as many different research perspectives 
as behaviors which are viewed as being socially acceptable and "normal." Indeed, 
it is also important to understand the processes whereby certain acts and social 
conditions are determined to be "harmful," and not others. The scope of the 
research supported by the Center accordingly encompasses a wide range of bio- 
medical, behavioral, social science, and empirical legal research issues related to 
crime, delinquency, individual violent behavior, and certain law and mental 
health concerns. 

A program so broadly defined is also greatly in need of management actions 
that will insure program coherence and a clear sense of direction and purpose. A 
principal means of achieving this result has been the development of a series of 
documents in which basic assumptions and philosophies imderlying the Center's 
program are explicitly set forth. These formulations then provide a conceptual 
framework for the generation of specific program initiatives in research, training, 
and related program activities. At annual and also five-year intervals, the Center 
develops written plans to guide it in the direction of its program. The five-j'ear 
plans are of particular interest in that they require the Center to take a retro- 
spective look at what has been accomplished and learned in the preceding five 
years before proceeding, on the basis of this experience, to generate prospective 
strategics for the next planning period. 
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Space will not permit the inclusion of extensive extracts from the various Center 
documents to which reference has been made. The following material is included, 
however, as one illustration of the way in which the Center tries to move from the 
enumeration of basic program assumptions to the delineation of specific principles 
for future program management. The document in question is entitled Informa- 
tion Dissemination and Research Utilization Efforts" and was developed by the 
Center in December 1973. 

BASIC  ASSUMPTIONS 

The following are the basic assumptions on which the Center's information 
dissemination and research utilization strategies are based. 

1. The use of public funds for research related to crime and delinquency should 
be premised on utilitarian goals, i.e., the ultimate translation of new information 
and research findings into tangible social benefits—and not the pursuit of new 
knowledge for its own sake. 

2. Since development of new knowledge is only the first step in a long and com- 
plex process, special attention must be given to ways of enhancing the speed 
and efficiency with which new information and promising research findings can in 
fact contribute to better pubUc understanding, prevention, and amelioration of 
crime and delinquency problems. 

3. The various groups involved in the aforementioned research and development 
process have different values and priorities that must be taken into account when 
designing dissemination and research utilization strategies. The effective coupling 
of new behavioral and social science knowledge to public needs in the crime and 
dehnquency area is therefore a task that requires considerable planning and per- 
gisitent efforts. 

PROGRAM   MANAGEMENT 

The following are some of the major considerations pertaining to the develop- 
ment of the Center's information dissemination and research utilization strategies; 
these points are mentioned in the general order in which they typically are addressed 
by the Center. 

1. Particular social policy objectives and public needs which provide a starting 
point for the Center's program need to be specified, e.g., the development of 
better ways of dealing with juvenile problem behaviors before these result in 
serious acts of delinquency and crime; the development of better ways of handling 
delinquents that do not involve confinement in institutions; the reduction of 
unnecessarily high rates of involuntary and indeterminate hospitaUzation of the 
mentally ill. 

2. Knowledge as well as technological and related requirements for attaining 
the stated objectives must be considered, e.g., how to develop improved method ol- 
ogy for conceptualizing and predicting juvenile problem behavior; how to devise 
more effective community-based treatment programs for delinquents in lieu of 
institutionalization; how to develop more reliable and useful screening methods for 
reducing the high rates of involuntary civil commitment. 

3. Capable talents must be located (usually in universities and in related 
research agencies) to perform the needed research. This must be done with the 
realization that the values and interests of academically-oriented researchers will 
seldom extend to questions related to effective public utilization of their findings. 
Attention must therefore be devoted to problems related to possible social utiliza- 
tion of the new research findings to be generated. For example, one needs to learn 
about factors which might prevent or otherwise militate against reduced institu- 
tionalization or involuntary hospitalization (e.g., institutional or statutory ob- 
stacles, agency policies, screening procedures, etc.). 

4. Manpower development and training considerations must be addressed since 
there will be need for skilled personnel to effectively apply improved programs 
developed as a re.sult of the research; or to develop more efficient social programs 
with the aid of such findings. 

5. Social policymakers, agency personnel, concerned citizens and other potential 
"users" of the new knowledge or technology must be provided with information 
specifically designed to facilitate their understanding of the research "product", as 
well as the ways in which the "product" can be utilized in agencies or programs. 

6. Additional field testing and replications of the new concepts and research 
products (e.g., a more efficient treatment model) may be needed to ensure that 
they are both applicable and effective in various social settings.' 

' Saleem A. Shah and Thomas L. Lalley. "Information Dissemination and Research 
DtUIzatlon Efforts." NIMH Center for Studies ot Crime and Delinquency. December 1973. 
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RELATIONSHIPS  WITH   RESEARCHERS 

A Federal program of extramural research has the advantage of providing 
access to a much wider variety of research talent than the government could 
justify hiring on a full-time basis.' For such a program to work effectively, 
however, considerable thought needs to be given to arrangements and procedures 
that can assist in the development of constructive relationships between Federal 
research program staffs and extramural researchers. In this regard it might he 
noted that Federal programs tend to develop rather staljle reputations in the 
eyes of external researchers, which images can be favorable or deleterious to the 
success of those programs depending on the nature of the contacts and relation- 
ships. 

The NIMH system of "peer review" has been described earlier in this testi- 
mony as the essential formal mechamsm which insures that only high quality 
research will be funded. What may not be so apparent is that this type of system 
can also be a meaas of fostering productive contacts between Federal programs 
staffs and extramural researchers who are interested in submitting a proposal or 
grant application. The NIMH Center for Studies of Crime and Delinquency 
routinely invites (but does not require) prospective grant applicants to seek early 
consultation with Center staff on the development of proposals, and to provide 
outlines (concept papers) or drafts of their proposed project for staff comments 
prior to submission of formal applications. The Center can provide this type of 
technical assistance to prospective applicants because, under the system of "peer 
review," recommendations with respect to funding or non-funding of grant 
applications are not made by staff but, as previously noted, by an independent 
panel of non-Federal experts in the substantive areas. Staff are thus free to share 
their knowledge of the review criteria with prospective applicants and, within 
the limits of available time and resources, try to assist them in strengthening 
their research designs. 

After each meeting of the NIMH Crime and Delinquency Review Committee, 
Center staff prepare detailed written summaries which include fairly compre- 
hensive statements concerning the major reasons why the grant applications 
were or were not recommended for approval. Following the final action by the 
Advisory Council, unsuccessful applicants are informed by letter that the above- 
mentioned summaries arc available and may be requested. Typically, the letters 
of feedback are three to five pages long, single spaced. 

Through this procedure, the Center ensures that applicants have an opportunity 
to be informed about the precise scientific and technical grounds on which their 
applications were rejected. And, while applicants are generally quite disappointed 
to learn of the disapproval actioas, it has been my experience over the past 11 
years that the detailed feedback based on the review committee's assessment, 
is very much appreciated. At the very least, there is typically a sense that the 
application did indeed receive careful and thoughtful review. This review and 
feedback process futher ensures adherence to basic notions of accountability and 
fairness. 

Once approved applications are funded, Center staff try to monitor projects 
to ascertain progress and to provide necessary technical and administrative 
assistance to grantees. In virtually all ca.ses, significant monitoring problems 
do not arise because of the thoroughness with which all approved projects have 
been scrutinized at the time of the initial review. 

RECENT PROQRAM ACTIVITIES 

Some brief examples of recent program activities of the Center for Studies 
of Crime and Delinquency will now be provided in order to indicate the substan- 
tive nature of the program. This information is in addition to the much more 
extensive description of the Center's program that was provided in 1975 testimony 
before the Subcommittee on Domestic and International Scentific Planning and 
Analysis. 

The Center places groat emphasis in its research program on the development, 
testing, refinement, and evaluation of new types of community-based treatment 
models for delinquent boys and girls who might otherwise have to be sent to cor- 
rectional institutions. One such model is known as .Achievement Place and has 
during the past nine years involved the development and refinement of a new 

• Ilnrvey Brooks. "Knowledge and Action: The Dilemma of Science Policy In the 70'B." 
Daedalus, Spring 1973,123-143. 
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type of community-based residential group home setting in which 6-8 youngsters 
live with a specially trained husband-wife team who are known as Teaching Par- 
ents. As of April 1977, a total of 96 group homes based on this model were known 
to be operating in 10 states and in Canada. At Boys Town, in Nebraska, the model 
has been used as the basis for restructuring the entire program of this institution 
along group home lines.* In the Kansas City area, the model is being used both 
to provide services to delinquents and as a basis for developing new types of 
community-based living arrangements for 53 mentally retarded adults.' 

Let me very briefly note a few other featureji of this program effort of our Center. 
Even though the treatment model was initially developed for use with youngsters 
manifesting behavior disorders and delinquency, the basic principles have wide 
applicability and the model has Ijeen adapted for use with emotionally disturbed 
children and with mentally retarded youngsters and adults. The NIMH has pro- 
vided funds only for research concerned with the development, further refinements 
of the model, and for the systematic evaluation of the replications; funds have 
also been provided for the very specialized training needed by the Teaching Par- 
ents. The huge amounts of service funds for the operation of the many group 
homes have come from the various states, counties, and from the LEAA block- 
grant funds. In sum this program effort serves to illustrate how careful applied 
research mast build upon available basic knowledge, how research and training 
funds have been used for particular program objectives, and how Federally-sup- 
portofl research can assist states and localities with pressing service needs. 

In the law and mental health area, the Center has sponsored a number of re- 
search projects. One study followed up the 967 persons who were released from 
hospitals for the criminally insane as the result of the Supreme Court's decision 
in Baxstrom v. Herold.* The research found that excessive use of involuntary hos- 
Eitalization had probably occurred since most of these persons, who on the average 

ad been continuously institutionalized for 14 years, did not exhibit the feared 
assaultive or criminal behaviors after being transferred to civil hospitals or fol- 
lowing their release into the community.' 

Along with its support of several research and training projects in this program 
area, the Center has also published two recent titles in its monograph series. These 
monographs are aimed at acquainting various policymakers, judges, program 
administrators, and other concerned persons with recent developments of impor- 
tance in the law and mental health area. One of these publications is entitled 
"Mental Health and the Law: A System in Transition" and was written by Dr. 
Alan Stone; this monograph has received the Manfred S. Guttmachcr award of 
the American Psychiatric .\ssociation.' The other publication, "Criminal Com- 
mitments and Dangerous Mental Patients," was authored by Professor David 
Wexler and Is intended to provide helpful legal guidance with respect to appro- 
priate public policies for dealing with special types of prisoners and mental patients. 
Professor Wexler points out that mentally ill persons considered to be in need of 
secure confinement in special units or mental hospitals constitute a "smorgasbord" 
of disparate legal categories—e.g., sexual psychopath.s, criminal defendants found 
incompetent to stand trial, criminal defendants found not guilty by reason of 
insanity, mentally ill prisoners, civil patients with criminal charges or detainers 
outstanding, and civilly committed patients who are thought to be particularly 
dangerous or aggressive.* 

Other Center-supported research has been concerned with family violence and 
with developing improved means for violence prevention. The Center Is currently 
sponsoring the first national research study ever undertaken on family violence; 
the preliminary results of this study indicate that this type of violence is far more 
prevalent than has generally been realized and that it is rather evenly distributed 
across all socio-economic levels.'" A recent publication in the Center monograph 

• Father FlnnaRan'g Boys Home. Department of Tonth Care. Progrett Report. July 1976. 
» Kansas City Press Dispatch, four-part article. December 8 and 29, 1976; March 2, 1977. 
« HnxKtrom v. Ilerold, 883 U.S. 107 (Feb. 23, 1968). 
" Henry J. Stemlmnn and Joseph .T. Cocozza. Careers of the Criminally Iniane: Excessive 

Social Control of Deviance. LexlUEton, Mass.: D. C. Heath. 1974. 
"Alan A. Stone. "Mental Health and the Law: A System In Transition." DHKW Pnbll- 

catlon No. (ADM) 75-176. Waahlnpton, DC. : U.S.   Government Printing Office. 1975. 
•DaTld B. Wexler. "Criminal Commitments and Dancerous Mental Patients : Ijecal Tssnpj 

of ConBnement. Treatment, and Keloase." DHEW Publication No. (ADM) 78-3.'?l. Wash- 
Injtton. D.C.: U.S. Government Prlntlne Office. 1976. 

" Richard J. Gelles. "Violence toward Children In the United States." Paper presented 
at the meeting of the American Association for the Advancement of Science, Denver. Colo., 
Feb. 23, 1977. 
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series entitled "Police, Prisons, and the Problems of Violence" provides numerous 
suggestions regarding principles and procedures which can be employed to reduce 
opjjortunities for violence in police-citizen encounters and witliin correctional 
institutions. Much of the material contained in this monograph is leased on earlier 
research supported by NIMH." 

CONCLDSION 

The foregoing description and overview of the NIMH Center for Studies of 
Crime and Delinquency has, hopefullj-, provided information that will be pertinent 
and useful in terms of the purpose of these hearings. It would perhaps be helpful 
if I tried now to highlight .^ome of the features and principles that should have 
some broader applicability with respect to j-our concerns about the Federal role 
in crime and criminal justice research. 

Federal programs in crime and criminal justice research should articulate in 
writing the basic assumptions and philosophies that undergird and guide their 
efforts. Planning and position documents of this sort are very important in order 
to give program staff a clear and steady sense of direction and purpose. 

Adequate provision for quality control must be built into Federal research 
programs in the crime and criminal justice field. (In the case of the NIMH and 
the various other Public Health Service research institutes, .such essential quality 
control is achieved through the system of independent "peer review" of all grant 
applications). 

Federal research in crime and delinquency should be organized with full atten- 
tion to the procedures and mechanisms that will be needed for the translation of 
new information and research findings into certain tangible social benefits. There 
need to be effective program strategies for timely dissemination of important 
research findings tc potential users of such information at various Federal, Stat«, 
and local levels. Program managers and staff will need to realize that the dissem- 
ination of scientific findings is only the first step in a long and complex chain of 
actions needed to have influence on relevant poUcies and practices. 

There ought to be rather little talk of "breakthroughs" that may come as the 
result of continued Federal investment in crime and criminal justice research. 
Occasionally, something of very g7-eat significance may indeed occur. However, 
in the main, S3'stematic research designed to improve our understanding of the 
phenomena of crime and delinqucncj', and also carefully designed applied research 
undertakings, will entail slow and laborious efforts. 

I should like to end my testimony by noting the longstanding interests and 
concerns cf the National Institute of Mental Health to further improve our under- 
standing and handling of the complex problems of crime and delinquency. I shall 
be pleased now to a answer any questicas that you and the members cf the two 
Subcommittees may have. 

EDUCATION 

B.A. 1952: Allahabad University, India. 
Graduate Work in Psychology: 1952-53, Lucknow University   India; 1953-54, 

Princeton University, U.S.A. 
M.S. 1955: Penn State University (Psychology). 
Ph. D. 1957: Penn State University (Clinical Psychology). 

PROFESSIONAL EXPERIENCE 

1957-59: Staff Clinical Psychologist, Legal Psychiatric Services, D.C. Dept. of 
PubUc Health, Washington, D.C. 

1959-66: Chief Psychologist, Legal Psychiatric Services, D.C. Dept. of Public 
Health, Washington, D.C. 

1964-66: Consultant, Shaw Residence (Half-Way House for Offenders), Wash- 
ington, D.C. 

1966-67: Consultant, Center for Studies of Crime and Delinquency, National 
Institute of Mental Health, Chev^- Chase, Md. 

1968 : Chief, Center for Studies of Crime and Delinquency, NIMH, Rockville, 
Md. 

1970-73: Professorial Lecturer. Washington College of Law, American University, 
Washington, D.C. 

" Hiins Toch. "Police, Prisons, and the Problem of Violence." DHEW Publication No. 
(ADM) 7e-S8i. Washington, D.C.: U.S. GoTemment Printing Office, 1077. 
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OTHER INFORMATION 

Consultant, Presicl<>nt's Commission on Law Enforcement and Administration of 
Justice (196.5-66). 

Consultant,  National  Commission on the Causes and  Prevention of Violence 
(19G8~69). 

Member, Task Force on CoiTcctions, N.itional Advisory Commission on Criminal 
Ju-stice Standards and Goals (1971-72). 

Member, Research Council, National Council on Crime and Delinquency (1969- 
75). 

Member,  American  Bar  Association  Commission on  the  Mentally  Disabled 
(1973 ). 

Member, Editorial Board, Journal of Research on Crime and Delinquency (1969- 
75). 

Member, Executive Council, American Society of Ciiminology (1974-75). 
Associate Editor, Criminology: An Interdisciplinary Journal (1973-75). 
Consultant  reviewer:  Aggression; American Psychologist; American Journal of 

Paychiatry; Criminal Justice and Behavior; Criminology: and Science. 

RECENT PUBLICATIONS 

Crime and mental illness: some problems in defining and labelling deviant be- 
havior. Mental Hygiene, 1969, 53, 21-23. 

(With L. G. Roth) Biological and Psychophysiological Factors in Criminality 
In, D. Glaser (Ed.) Handbook of Criminology, Rand McNally, 1974. 

(With D. S. Borgaonkar) The 47. XYY chromosome-or syndrome? Chapter in 
A. G. Steinberg & A. G. Beam (Eds) Progress in Medical Oenetics, Vol X Grune 
& Stratton, 1974. 

Some Interactions of Law and Mental Health in the Handling of Social Deviance. 
Catholic University Law Rev., 1974, 23, 674-719. 

Dangerousness and Civil Commitment of the Mentally 111: Some PuVjlic Policy 
Considerations. Amer. Journal of Psychiatry, 1975, 132, 501-505. 

Some issues pertaining to the dissemination and utilization of criminological re- 
search. In, Evaluation Research in Criminal Justice. Public. No. 11, L'nitcd 
Nations Social Defense Research Institute, Rome, Italy. Jan. 1976. 

Dangerou.sness: some definitional, conceptual, and public policy issues. In, 
B.D. Sales (Ed.) Perspectives in Law and Psychology. Vol. 1. New York: Plenum, 
1977. 

(And about 30 other articles in scientific and professional journals.) 

Dr. SHAH. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
With me on my right is my associate, Mr. Thomas Lalley. Some of 

the questions you may have later on he may be of help in responding 
to. ^ 

You have my prepared testimony. I would like to take a few minutes 
to make some general comments, and then to outline and highlight 
some issues which might assist in the subsequent discussion. 

To begin with, I have been with NIMH since 1966 with the crime 
and delinquency program. So I speak from 11 years or so of working in 
the agency in the crime and delmquency field. 

And since 1968, when the Center for Studies of Crime and Delin- 
quency received its own funding, I have been in charge of directing 
that program. So that is the background and perspective which I 
bring with me to provide the basis for my remarks. 

And during that time, namely since 1966,1 have been quite familiar 
with the other Federal activities that have been going on in the 
Department; namely, HEW, in Justice, and elsewhere, NSF, and also 
some foundations. 

Our Center is rather small. We have total funding of So million in 
basic and applied research and in training, that is, clinical and re- 
search traimng. And, we also have a small stafT. We have a total of 
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seven professional staff, two of whom you see right here in front of you, 
and we have five support staff. So that is the size of the program we 
are talking about. 

I must emphasize, however, that this small program is embedded 
within the context of the National Institute of Mental Health, which 
has a fairly broad range of basic and applied and clinical research 
going on in the behavioral sciences, social sciences, and biomedical 
sciences, and we very much draw upon the broader backdrop and 
relate our efforts to that. So the size of^our program, and what we may 
have been able to accomplish, could not be viewed on its own. It has 
to be viewed in that broader context. 

The program that we are concerned with focuses on problems of 
crime and delinquency, individual violent behavior, and law and 
mental health issues—things like pretrial competence, the insanity 
defense, assessment of dangerousness, and so forth. That is, where the 
mental health system interacts with various parts of the criminal 
justice and legal system. 

When I refer to these areas of our concern, I'd like to emphasize 
that we are concerned more with the basic phenomenon. We are 
interested in, for example, violent behavior not under the rubric of 
the UCR crimes of violence category, and not even whether or not it 
is a criminal homicide or a homicide or justified homicide, but rather 
as a phenomenon in which aggression is taking place. 

Thus, the 8-year-old who at that early age has a dozen black eyes 
and two dead cats and many bruised and battered siblings to his 
credit, is as much a topic of our concern, even though he has not as 
yet had any contact with the juvenile justice system. We want to 
study the phenomenon. 

Similarly, the individual who is repetitively violent is of concern 
to us in order that we may understand the phenomenon. 

Similarly violence within the family, child battering—sort of a 
closet type of behavior that has been coming out more recently, is also 
of concern to us. And wife battering—I should say accurately "spouse 
battering," because some husbands also get clobbered, but that 
doesn't get so much publicity and, of course, is not the major source 
of concern. 

These are phenomena of interest to us. Whether one looks at child- 
hood aggression as a conduct disorder or as delinquency or as unruly 
behavior, there is a j)henomenon to be understood and dealt with. 

So that, in essence, is our perspective. 
I mentioned that we have had close and ongoing relations with the 

NILE Institute ever since the formation of that institute in 1968. 
That relationship continues. 

Let me now mention the basic assumptions under which our Center 
operates. 

We have a strong mission orientation, a utilitarian orientation. The 
Center was formed in 1966 under strong pressure from Congress that 
the NIMH should be giving greater attention to problems of crime 
and delinquency. And the liope was that instead of accumulating 
knowledge over the long haul, 20 or 30 years, perhaps an effort could 
be made that was somewhat more targeted, while also concerned with 
basic research. And that such efforts would have an impact on the 
problem. So, given that mandate, we do have a utilitarian focus. 
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We feel that new knowledge is oviy the first step in a verj' long 
and complex process of trying to facihtate the applications of knowl- 
edge; and I don't believe that the complexity and the length of that 
process is always understood. I am not sure that publishing things in 
the scientific literature inevitably or necessarily leads to application. 
A great deal more has to be done, and we try in our small way to do 
that. 

We also feel there are many groups involved in scientific research 
and development, and these groups nave very different values. They 
have very different interests. They have very different career contin- 
gencies or incentives. I think here of academically oriented researchers, 
of the various policymakers, of the very busy and harried program 
administrators, and of the public at large. 

And in trying to organize a program, we try to mesh, integrate, 
balance in some way, these competing values; they sometimes do 
tend to come into conflict, and we try to have both basic and applied 
research going on in our Center, to have both long-range efforts as 
well as more targeted efforts that can shed some light or improve in 
a small incremental fashion the functioning and handling oi certain 
problems and processes. 

We have two types of activities, one which follows very much the 
NSF model or the NIMH model, that is, investigator-initiated 
research, projects sent in to us by researchers who know our program 
areas. All applications are reviewed very carefully for quality control, 
and if they have high merit and high scientific value, we will fund 
them. In fact, we nave a small amount of money—our research 
budget is about $3.8 milhon—a portion of this $3.8 million is set 
aside to fund investigator-initiatea research. Not all our money goes 
into targeted ideas because we don't want to preclude ideas coming 
in from mvestigators. 

However, we also try to target our research efforts to what we refer 
to as our priority areas. These priority areas are announced to the 
field and our staff focuses their project development efforts in these 
priority areas. One of these areas is concerned with the mentally ill 
who come into contact with the criminal justice system. Practices in 
our country have been, to put it mildly, very shabby, and one does 
not need a lot of fundamental knowledge to improve such practices. 
That can be done in the short haul. That can be done by making 
information available to policymakers. Much of the information 
resulting from these studies has appeared in briefs to appellate courts. 
These research findings also appear and are cited in judicial opinions. 

And I would argue that this can be done in the short haul—a 5-year 
study or 6-year study. One doesn't have to wait 20 years for that 
kind of research finding to have impact on relevant poUcies 
and practices. 

In other areas we think in terms of 10 to 15 years. It requires 
steady, stable funding. In 3 years or so the investigators come back 
with a renewal application and again rcfeive careful and critical 
review. 

Quality control was mentioned earlier by Dr. Atkinson, and I 
would like to underline that. That is a very fundamental requirement 
for high-quality research. 
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Quality control is done in the NIMH and the Public Health Service 
agencies using a peer review process, in which scholars meet at regular 
intervals to review the applications that have been submitted. Any 
person can submit ai)pUcations to the Institute. Wc don't cut off 
applications. Grants are for private and nonprofit groups, and the 
bulk of our money is in grants. 

Of all the applications reviewed by the NIMH Crime and Delin- 
quency Committee, fully 70 to 80 percent are rejected for being weak 
on technical and scientific grounds. By law the Institute cannot fund 
any jjroject that has not been recommended for approval by the re- 
view committee, and then approved by the National Advisory Mental 
Health Council. So, there are some times when we may have a little 
money left over because we didn't get enough high-quality grants to 
fund, even with that small amount of money. 

I want to emphasize that unless there is careful quality control, 
the money will be spent. There are many people who are willing to do 
things, and there is an economic contingency. The question is: How 
well is it spent without quaUty control? 

We find if we have front-end quaUty control, it makes it much 
easier to monitor the project. We don't have as many problems later 
on because there has been very careful screening at the very beginning. 

We are also very interested in user-oriented information dissemi- 
nation. We encourage, as does NSF, the researchers to publish in the 
scientific literature. When we have determined that the findings have 
some value, not only in the eyes of the researcher who may not be 
entirely unbiased in this regard, and that the results are holding up, 
and that there is enough of value here as viewed over a period of 3, 
4, or 5 years—let's say a followup on a new treatment approach 
that has at least 24 months followup—then we feel it is important 
to brino; this to the attention of the users, because will not be reading 
the tecnnical journals. Then we make additional funds available to 
the researcher to get someone to translate it into nontechnical language 
so that a judge, a probation officer, and other program administrators 
can understand and use the findings. 

The scientific review committees may still argue or quibble with the 
results, as they should. The concern we have in making the promising 
findings widely available once they are past a certain level of quality 
control and demonstrated effectiveness, is that what we are practicing 
in the field is very often very poor. And, one cannot wait for 10 years 
to improve the quality of care; it's an incremental process, and further 
improvements clevelop while the work continues to go on. 

Mr. CoNYEHs. Could you just give us some examples of what you 
are talking about, this quality control and how you have taken 
projects and translated them into easy-to-understand language for 
people in the law system. 

Dr. SHAH. Yes, sir. 
We have for 9 years now been developing community-based 

alternatives to incarceration for delinquents. We have been develop- 
ing small group homes that can be used in the neighborhood by small 
and large communities with local community control. 

It doesn't pay to have j'oungsters out of the institution with nothing 
else to be done in the community. 
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This model is known as achievement place. It develops a proup home 
for six to eight youngsters, using teaching parents, a husband-and-wife 
team specially trained. 

Once the results seemed promising over a 12-month followup period 
that is, about 4 years after the study had started, and once we had 
some independent evaluation that the results were holding up reason- 
ably well to have some promise, we then gave additional funds to 
the investigator to prepare a detailed manual, a film, a 20-page 
statement in nontechnical language that could be disseminated to 
peonle who asked for information, like probation officers, social 
worKers, and so forth. 

A year later when the results still held up and looked promising, we 
gave additional money to have what we called dissemination and 
utilization workshops, a 2-day meeting for about 25 policymakers and 
firogram administrators, that is, people who controlled the local 
unds, judges, and so on, to explain to them in VA days to 2 days what 

the project was, what the model was, what the results have been, what 
the cost has been, how it got started, what kind of evaluation system is 
built into it, et cetera. So, for Iji days the policymakers can ask 
questions of the kind technical journals simply do not address. A little 
novel was also prepared, written from the standpoint of a youngster 
in the program. In other words, we were always trying to get this 
across to a wider audience of users. 

I must say in all candor, we don't do enough of that. As I say, we 
have limited resources. 

I might just finally mention Mr. Chairman, some of the principles 
and guidelines that, at least based on our experience, we finci essential 
to the development and maintenance of a high-quality research pro- 
gram in the crime and criminal justice field. 

I think it is very essential that there be some clear and explicit 
understanding as to the purpose of the research. I think some of the 
remarks made earlier I would agree with. Some I may disagree with. 
But I am not sure because it was not very clear what the purpose of 
the research was. I think that should be made very clear. We tend to 
view the support of research as a means, rather than the funding of the 
research as an end in itself. We feel it is necessary to have specific 
objectives. We feel there needs to be careful consideration of the kind of 
resources and mechanisms that need to be developed in order to make 
good and effective use of the research funds. 

All too often, I must say, there is a tendency to fire funds broadside 
at a problem without getting the necessary and essential mechanims 
in place. I find, for example, Mr. Chairman, that seven professional 
staff for $5 million is inadequate. We can't do all we need to do in 
monitoring, disseminating, and things of that sort. 

Mr. ScHEUER. Do you feel that a modest budget such as yours is 
appropriate for research? Do you feel that a research program can be 
overfunded, and that there are limits on a research agency's ability 
to digest funds and spend them creatively? 

Dr. SHAH. Yes. I do believe there is such a thing as overfunding, 
from two standpoints. Let me explain so that you can understand why 
I come to that conclusion. 

One would be an external consideration. That is, do we have avail- 
able enough highly trained and highly competent researchers in the 
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relevant area to do the type of research? And I just mentioned to yoti 
that up to 80 percent—as a matter of fact, 80 is closer than 70—of all 
applications submitted to us are disapproved. So there is the external 
situation. Not as many people have been attracted to this crime 
and criminal justice area, as Dr. Atkinson pointed out. And, as long 
as there are enough funds in other areas and long-term stable support 
available perhaps not as many will be attracted. 

The second factor is the internal constraint on how much money 
an agency can sensibly use? 

I feel that if we don't have more staff, I wouldn't want more funds 
because I don't think we could do the kind of job that needs to be 
done. So that is the internal constraint. 

So I think there are some limits, and they need to be verj' explicitly 
realized and understood. 

Mr. ScHEUER. One additional question. We have heard hints in 
recent weeks that the number of advisory groups for various research 
agencies and others is likely to be reduced. What will be the effect of 
the reduction of advisory panels or groups on the peer review process 
in your agencv? 

Dr. SHAH. 1?hat would have for our center a very clear impact, Mr. 
Chairman. That quality control is very essential. Surprisingly, it is 
also very cheap. I think you should know that our peer review system 
costs us, in Center for Studies of Crime and Delinquency, no more than 
$42,000 to $44,000 a year. That is 1 percent of our total grant funds. 
So it is really an astonishingly cheap way, if you wish, of getting high 
quality control, because the research community using, the "peer 
review" system, contributes a great deal of time to such efforts. And 
I think it would have a rather great impact on the quality of the re- 
search and how well those funds are to be used if that mechanism were 
greatly changed or modified. 

Mr. ScHEUER. John. 
Mr. CoNTERS. Thank you very much. We welcome you here as a 

pragmatist in this field. 
I've got several problems here, and I should be asking everj-body 

the same question ideally, and then we could study the record and 
come up with some comparative evaluation, apply some of your stand- 
ards against some of you gentlemen and ladies. 

One thing I have been entertaining is the notion that we need to 
have the President commission a new study on law enforcement and the 
administration of justice, not because we ever did anything with all 
the other studies, but that you always have to have a study in front 
of you. The one thing older than yesterday's newspaper is an old study. 
A 1967 study—1969—forget it. 

So you always have to have a new study. 
Now, if we are really going to grab hold of this problem. I might try 

to drum up some support for this in the course of these hearings. I 
mean, how else do we get a major focus going, a major appreciation? 
And I am not ignoring the fact that frequently the main points are 
not used, but there is always some benefit that comes out of it, and 
a few people get the message. 

What do you think? 
Dr. SHAH. I did serve a.s a consultant to the President's Crime 

Commission in 1965 and 1966 and later with the National Violence 
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Commission, and I could go back to those reports and think of any 
niimber of recommendations that took a lot of time, a lot of effort to 
put together, and they still rest very comfortably between the covers 
of those reports. 

I suppose that it does provide a stimulus; it does highlight the 
importance of a topic. As a matter of fact, it was following the Crime 
Commission report that the LEAA legislation came about, and Profes- 
sor Blumstein who is here, headed the Science and Technology Task 
Force, and did a lot of work on that Commission. 

However, I am not so sure, Mr. Chairman, that the cost of that 
effort, and perhaps the feelings of disillusionment among the 
scientific and professional community—"What, yet another commis- 
sion?"—allow me to be very sanguine about that prospect. 

Mr. CoNTERS. While there is great agreement and discussion about 
the failiure of the criminal justice system, there is relatively little talk 
about the failure of the research mechanisms to the criminal justice 
system. I mean, haven't you ladies and gentlemen failed, too, in 
your own way? Or is it just the fault of the people that get elected 
and hold the titles to the job, that say "Attorney General" and 
"Chief of Corrections" and all that, but what about the failure of 
research? 

Dr. SHAH. Yes; I do think there has been perhaps a good amount of 
Eeople in glass houses casting stones. Yes; I think the question can 

e asked of the research community: If these problems are so impor- 
tant, why haven't more people shifted into that area? There are, of 
course, economic contiogencies to be considered. 

I mentioned in my initial remarks, Mr. Conyers, that there are 
differences in values, and there is the value position that holds that 
one should not ask for shotgun solutions but rather should accumulate 
long-term information and knowledge. And, I think, scientists could 
indeed be a little more empirical about their own activities. There are 
certain beliefs shared in the scientific community that have not been 
adequately tested. And I am not so sure that $100 miUion of investi- 
gator-initiated research will somehow, in some way, integrate itself 
mto policy options or findings that will be just grabbed up by the field. 
That is not very likely. A lot more needs to be done to achieve that 
integration. 

So, yes, I do think that the scientific community has not perhaps 
done all it could, but I do think there are economic contingencies, 
structural contingencies, to which they respond, just as do the direc- 
tors and administrators of social work or any other agency. And to the 
extent those contingencies, those structural arrangements, are ad- 
justed, one can perhaps facilitate certain changes, rather than simply 
wait for certain behaviors to occur. 

Mr. CoNTERs. Either I don't imderstand you or I am not satisfied, 
or both. 

But I want to put this question to a panelist that will come behind 
you, too. 

In what way have you failed? Too much applied science? Or not 
enough long-range? What went wrong, and what ought we to do to cor- 
rect it? 

That is one consideration I have. 
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But then another thing begins to bother me that we don't talk 
about enough. If we could just stop doing some of the obviously 
wrong things that don't need any research whatsoever, we don't need 
3 to 5 years to figure out—there seem to be a lot of dumb things going 
on that if we could stop them the administration of justice would 
begin to improve. Some of the tough, pure questions that are hanging 
out there that stimulate the dickens out of you guys—that's great, 
and I'm sure it's a constant challenge. But some of the things that we 
clearly do wrong, the tolerance of racism in a system of justice, which 
is such an obvious contradiction that to think that people are going 
to cooperate with a government or with law enforcement when they 
are at one and the same time the victims of an invidious discrimination, 
doesn't make sense. We don't have to do a lot of studying on that. 

To create an economic system in which as many as 15 million people 
can be said not to be able to work that want to work, and then wonaer 
why crime flourishes under those circumstances, j'ou know, is not 
really much of a mystery. 

Do you have comments on these random questions? 
Dr. SHAH. Well, I do think, in all fairness, Mr. Conyers, if research 

is put to an improper use, that suggests some misconception as to why 
research is seen as a valuable tool m certain particular areas, namely, 
to accompUsh major social change. I am not sure at all that research 
is a useful tool for achieving broad social change. 

I think the point that I made earUer is: What is the purpose of re- 
search? And if there are some major social inequities and major social 
changes to be brought about, I am not so sure that research is the 
proper tool for that, and therefore I don't know that researchers and 
the research community could necessarily be faulted for that. Other 
action has to be taken in that regard. AJad perhaps researchers have 
not been entirely clear or have perhaps oversold their skills. That has 
certainly been said. 

But I think the purpose has to be considered—If I may use an anal- 
ogy, Mr. Chairman. If someone says to me, "I'd like to build an edi- 
fice; it has to have three stories and 10 bedrooms, and I'd like an 
indoor pool," I stiU don't know how they are going to use it, and they 
haven't told me on what groimd or soil it is going to be built. And 
then they tell me, "I need it done for $50,000." I suppose I should tell 
them they are crazy and leave. 

I think something similar gets done all too often, when we claim to 
be doing certain things which we cannot. Yet, the tools to be used— 
and I see research really as a tool, as a tool to the end of developing 
better understanding, more knowledge that can have some ultimate 
use, or a tool for more direct impact in areas where research can be of 
value. I don't see research as a major tool for social change. I think a 
good scandal would probably bring you more changes than a lot of 
studies will, and I think that political pressure will bring about those 
changes. 

So I am not sure the fault is entirely that of research. Perhaps there 
are misconceptions of what research can do. 

Mr. CONYERS. Your point is well made and I accept it fully. 
Do you ever get overcome by a mood in the midst of some non- 

scientific moment in your life in which you feel: "For God's sake, if I 
could just get the President and the Attorney General to sit in a room 
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I we could just go over eight items, we could dramatically iinjirove 
quality of the sjstem of justice in this country in an incredible 

with me, and 8 or 10 of the academicians that I see here todaj', and if 
we could just talk for an hour—to hell with all the research and grants 
and the projects and the peer evaluation—if I could just get to them 
and 
the 
way." 

Has that mood ever gripped you? 
Dr. SHAH. In a rather fleeting fashion  
Mr. CoNYERS. You admit to it, though, eh? [Laughter.] 
Dr. SHAH. Yes, I admit to it, but I have the feeling that after that 

talking has been done, I don't really know what will be accomplished, 
which may indicate I have rather limited horizons, and I am not privy 
to some of the broader perspectives that you folks may be aware of. I 
have had very fleeting tTioughts, but I can't say I have given it a great 
deal of thought, Mr. Conyers. 

Mr. CONYERS. Maybe this committee, Mr. Cochairman, has some- 
thing to do. Maybe we have to break through some of the structure. 
We can draw organizational charts and commission our good thinkers 
to do research projects 'til hell freezes over, and they join tlie fate of 
all other good research studies that already been made. I mean it is not 
like there isn't anything that ever existed on the subject. 

Maybe in the back of even these hearings that take on a very 
pragmatic note of just evaluating the research institute there is a 
search that needs to be made to just come through some new forms. 
Maybe instead of commissioning a multimillion-<lollar new Presi- 
dential Crime Commission, which you are not enthusiastic about— 
and you ought to know since you nave been on many, if not most, 
of the ones that I am thinking of—maybe we ought to just argue for 
an hour of the President's and Attorney General's time on a Saturday 
afternoon, with 10 of our best colleagues in the field. Of course, we can 
give their staff all of the research that is possible. But maybe we 
ought to try to find .some new ways to break the ice. Maj-be this 
formalized research method is too dispersed. I am already assigning 
somebody on my staff to pull together all these various places that 
criminal justice research goes on, which I am just finding out about. 

Are we in need of new forums? 
Dr. SHAH. Well, I think I didn't follow entirely your question. I 

followed the comment to a certain point. 
Mr. CONYERS. Shouldn't we find new ways to get research ideas to 

the people in the criminal justice system, other than what we are 
doing? We have maybe some 15 different places in the Federal Govom- 
ment, and it always turns out to be modest amounts of criminal 
research study. Nobody ever comes in and says, "Boy, I've got a big 
operation going." Everybody says, "Well, I only have two or three 
people and a couple million dollars." 

But it is spread all over the place. Apparently nobody is really 
looking at it much. Maybe we need to figure out a new way to hook 
up research to the sj^stem, to the justice system and the people in it. 
Maybe that would be a worthwhile study. 

Dr. SHAH. I have two comments, Mr. Conyers. 
One, there have been a number of items developed that do lay 

out the various Federal efforts in the crime and delinquency areas. 
We did one of those ourselves. I don't know if we have one still 
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CONTINUITY OP THE RESEARCH  ENTERPRISE 

The federal government might consider providing some continuing subsidies to 
universities and private non-profit research institutes which have established 
records of good performance. Eight or ten such centers in the country might 
provide a kind of ongoing network around which to build the total effort. This 
would also help toward the goal of a cumulative buildingblock system of knowledge 
development instead of the hit or miss cafeteria kind of operation which seems 
to be the present state of affairs. 

PROMOTION  OF RECIPROCAL STATE  AND  LOCAL EFFORTS 

Finally, I would have the federal government take the leadership in encourag- 
ing special eflForts on the part of major state and local operating agencies. I think 
it reasonable to ask that each dedicate somewhere in the neighborhood of three 
or four percent of their operating budget to R and D functions. This, then could 
serve to make a closer "fit" with the research commimity as well as serve as a 
bridge between research and management. 

TESTIMONY OF RICHARD A. McGEE, PRESIDENT, AMERICAN 
JUSTICE INSTiriTTE 

Mr. MCGEB. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. The so-called prepared 
statement, I would say, is an outline rather than a prepared statement. 
Your very efficient staff caught me in the hotel and put me to work 
half the night writing this out in pencil. So whatever is wrong with it, 
we will attribute to the way it was produced. 

Mr. CoNYKRS. Let me tell you. We have a way of correcting our 
intemperate remarks on the floor by a method known as revising and 
extending, so if you have any second thoughts about your statement, 
you should at least be given that opportunity. 

Mr. MCGEE. I think it is mostly extension, but I will try to use as 
little time as possible. 

I should say that I have been close to the LEAA jjrogram and 
programs preceding it, including those mentioned by the previous 
speakers. Some of our original grants for the American Justice Insti- 
tute, which we then called by a different name, came from NIMH, 
rather than from the Department of Justice. 

We are not a granting agency, and we are not a foundation. We are 
a nonprofit corporation that does research, surveys, consultation, and 
training. We do a variety of things related directly or indirectly to 
the administration of criminal justice. 

I was asked to say something about the Federal role, and I tried 
to do that on this first page. 

I think certainly the Federal Government has a role. I think that 
role has been expanding and those of us in the field are grateful for that. 

Like all such programs, they start in a hurry, and someone has to 
rustle around and find qualified people to manage them. You always 
have changes of administration and things of that sort. So when a 
program oi this sort is started, I think many of the people involved 
m it, as well as many of the recipients of their services, e.xpect too 
much too fast, because it takes time to gear up and train people and 
get people used to a new operation. 

I don't think that any one function or one level of government 
should have all the responsibihty for research or for any other part of 
the operation of our society. The Federal Government's place, it 
seems to me, is to provide funds, to provide national guidance, to 
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provide some priorities and things of that sort, but not to do the 
research, but rather to ejqject the research community, as well as the 
operating agencies, out there in the communities to clo the primary 
work. 

I think if I have any disappointment with the National Institute 
of Law Enforcement and Criminal Justice, it iB chiefly with things 
that aren't their fault. Chiefly they have to do with excessive changes 
in management over the last few years. Too often one set of policy- 
makers and administrators hardly got their feet under the desk 
before someone else was there. This has been a very demoralizing 
thing to the people in it and to those of us who have been trying to 
cooperate with it out in the field. 

That, I hope, will come to an end. Some of that is alwav^ bound 
to happen, but there has been a disproportionate amount of it in the 
last few years. 

On the question of dismantling, I don't think it should be dis- 
mantled. I think it should be continued, and it probably needs some 
new kinds of direction, and I don't think it's entirely a research enter- 
prise. It does other things, too. And somebody has to decide, either 
at the legislative level or at the administrative level, what the bound- 
ary lines of their function are, because they can't cover all the evils 
of an imperfect society, as Judge Bazelon was discussing. Every 
meeting that I have ever been in on this subject, including the ABA 
Commission and the National Crime Commission meetings back in 
1965 and 1966 and the international meetings of the United Nations, 
they all want to start with fundamentals, which Is understandable, 
but if we aren't careful we will take in all the functions of civihzation 
under the rubric of crime and delinquency. That, I think, is a mistake 
because there are many other intellectual disciplines and many other 
forces at work besides those which are the legitimate business of the 
criminal justice system. 

Actually, I have been in the criminal justice field as an operating 
administrator for nearly 40 years. That part of our governmental 
system is a response agency more than it is anything else. It responds 
to crime; it responds to disorder; it responds to crises. It has little 
capacity for the initial prevention of the root causes of the phenomenon 
that it is charged with controlling. 

Some more emphasis, I think, needs to be put always on the preven- 
tion side, but we have to be careful there to limit what we do because 
again we can get over into running the school system, we can get into 
running social welfare, or pubhc nealth. We can take in everybody 
on the waterfront if we aren't careful.So we need to delimit the role 
and prescribe its legitimate boundries. 

I don't think that it is necessary to put this function in any partic- 
ular department of government but I do think because it does deal 
with cnme and delinquency that it probably will work better if it is 
given some kind of independent status, but attached to the Depart- 
ment of Justice. I say this because there is a problem that I'm sure all 
of you are more familiar with than I am, and that is the phenomenon 
of constituencies. The constituency of the Department of Justice is the 
law enforcement community—the police, correctional people, courts, 
the defense lawyers. That is the natural constituency of the Depart- 
ment of Justice. 
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The members of this constituency at the local levels don't feel at 
Tiome in the Department of Public Welfare or the Department of 
Health or some other related agency. 

On the other hand, the National Institute of Law Enforcement 
. and Criminal Justice needs to be insulated insofar as possible from 
too much partisan political control. jVnd I don't say that that has 
been a scandal or anything of that sort, but in the position where it 
now is it is vulnerable to that kind of intervention. 

Now, there is another point that I think hasn't been made, and 
that is about the executives wlio run the criminal justice system. And 
here I am talking about chiefs of police; about mayors of cities who 
appoint chiefs of police; about judges; about jailers; about heads of 
correctional facilities and programs—probation, parole, the whole 

. gamut of services. These people are not researchers. They are either 
practitioners on the case level or they are managers or executives. 

Now, the manager or executive of a company making airplanes, for 
.example, who doesn't pay attention to tlie changes in technology 
would soon be broke, but you don't have the controls of the market- 
place in this situation, so many of these people are more concerned 
with survival than with any other kind of success, and that is because 
of the kind of environment in wiiich they operate. 

That is one of the reasons, Mr. Chairman, that much of what we 
have learned by research does not get used—because there is risk in 
change, there is risk in suggesting, for example, that 6-month sen- 
tences are just as good as 24-month sentences for certain kinds of 
offenders. We know this is true. We did some research years ago in 
California when I was Director of the Department of Corrections in 
Earl Warren's administration. We were afraid to go too far, but 
through the use of our indeterminate sentence law, we did, on a 
random basis, reduce the sentences of half of the people who were 
released over a considerable period of time by 3 montlis. And that 
amounted on the average to about a 10 percent reduction at that time. 

We were supposed actually to be studying the efiFect of reduced 
caseloads for parole agents. We found that in the long run smaller 
case loads didn't seem to make any difference, but on the other hand 
it didn't make any difference that we reduced the sentences by 10 
percent, either. 

So you might say, "Well, if it doesn't make any difference to reduce 
them 10 percent, why not reduce them 20 percent?" 

As soon as you begin talking like that, you run into a political 
reaction. The "soft on crime" syndrome raises its savage head. 

I think we need to keep feeding sound research findmgs to the 
people hoping that those who are in public policymaking positions 
can begin to move in rational directions, but that is not the direction 
in which matters are going, I can tell you that. They are going just 
the opposite way. 

Mr. CoNYERS. Then why do you make so much fuss about keeping 
everything limited? Because what you seem to be pointing out to me is 
]the importance of us understandmg how these things overlap, that 
the social sciences and welfare relate to the police and to the court 
system. 

So it would seem to me that your experience would be encouraging 
us to move in more of that direction. 
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Maybe we need a police force that is less military oriented, that 
doesn't look at themselves as quasi-military so much, but looks at 
themselves more as a community force. And maybe that woulil be 
healthy. 

Mr. MCGEE. I think you do. I agree with that. We did a project 
which was not funded through this agency. It was done on contract 
with the California Peace Officer Standards and Training (Commis- 
sion. It was funded partly by LEAA money, but it came from block 
money and it came also from some of California's own money. 

The essence of the effort was to try to analyze what the duties and 
responsibilities and attitudes of people in the law enforcement field 
really are—not what we think they are or what we think they should 
be—then try to suggest where change is needed. 

We found that the biggest problem really was one not of skills but 
of attitudes, and we provided some training programs that have been 
given, to a limited extent, and have demonstrated that some changes 
in attitude can be brought about by training. But we have to change 
the attitude of the whole system. Some groundwork has been laid 
based upon a research effort. 

I guess the only point I was trying to make here is that everybody 
in this game of making policy, making laws, administering programs, 
needs to know what knowledge is available and be encouraged to use it. 

You don't get change—responding to a question by my predecessor 
in this chair—W research in this field; you get change by political 
action, really. But a politician needs ammunition. 1 think the re- 
searcher very often can provide him with ammunition. But even with 
anmaunition, it doesn't necessarily follow that he is going to win the 
race because he's got a constituency out there that still has to be 
educated and convinced. 

So the research-minded policymaker and the research-minded 
e.xecutive out in the field are very important, and I think there is a 
need for training people in the use of the kind of knowledge that is 
available. For example, most people don't know how to use statistics. 
"The tyranny of statistics" is that most people don't know how to 
interpret them. They get confused by them because they don't undor- 
stana their limitations either, and in addition to that a large anioimt 
of the statistics available in this field are inaccurate and incoinplct« 
because of the way they are collected. Also most of them are only 
police statistics and not criminal justice statistics. The uniform crime 
reports, for example, contain no information about disposition of 
cases—in other words, court statistics. They contain no correctional 
statistics, contain no prosecution statistics, and so on. The total 
gamut of information about how the criminal justice system works is 
like keeping the books for General Motors. And one of the reasons 
why the criminal justice "nonsystem" doesn't work or works as 
inadequately as it does, is because adeqiiate information is not collected 
and used. One of the rea.sons it isn't collected is because it costs a lot 
of money to do it. 

One of the suggestions that I would offer—and I think some move- 
ment is being made in that direction in the Department of Justico—is 
for some kind of centralized system for collating all this information. 
But I think it's got to be gathered by each of the administrative 
jurisdictions which, to me, means State governments. 
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If we depend just on reports from the police departments of major 
cities, we are certain to get a picture which is ooth distorted and 
incomplete. 

So we need a real bureau of criminal statistics in each State, sup- 
ported partially by the Federal Government; if it isn't there won't be 
Any except in two or three places. We have one in California we 
started as long ago as 1947. 1 think we know more about how the 
system works because of that. But on the other hand, it happens to be 
embedded in the office of an elective officer, and as a consequence it 
doesn't always get the visibility that it ought to miless it serves some 
political purpoae. So, however such a function is set up, or wherever 
it is placed in the bureaucracy, it needs to be insulated from that kind 
of influence. 

So that was the third point I was trying to make here—that we 
need better information systems nationwide. 

We need high-quality leadership in the research effort. 
One of the reasons why it has been difficult to get that is because 

there aren't very many people who are trained or prepared for that 
kind of leadership in this field. When we started organized research 
in the State of California in 1953, I tried to get it going by drawing 
Eeople in from the universities. And we got a httle action that way, 
ut not much. Finally, in 1957, we got the legislature to provide us 

with a research capability' withm the department, within two depart- 
ments, the youth authority and the department of corrections, and 
we employed a research director who was academically qualified and 
also knew something about criminal justice and corrections in 
particular. 

So, here again, I think that the National Government ought to 
encourage, at least the large operating agencies out in the States and 
communities, to establish and maintain a limited research capability 
within each of their own organizations. 

Now, one of the things that this does is not only get some research 
going at the operating level, but it also provides a bridge between them 
and the rest of the research commimity. If you get a research person 
attached to the New York Police Department or to the Federal 
Bureau of Prisons or wherever it may he, he will be talking to his 
colleagues in the support agencies, he will be talking to his associates 
in the universities, and thereby develop a bridge between the operat- 
ing agencies and the agencies that provide the lunds and the research 
expertise. 

It also helps in another way. Finding agencies, very often because 
they have the power that goes with money, mfluence or try to influence 
much too precisely what is done with it. I think Dr. Atkinson was 
making that point when he said they should give the researcher a 
certain amount of intellectual latitude, but on the other hand there 
has to be auality control, too, to make sure they don't waste the money 
or come out with nothing in the end. 

Mr. CoNTERS. Could we conclude? I'm sorry we are so rushed for 
time, but we have a panel and a Georgia Supreme Court justice. 

Mr. MCGEE. Yes, I can conclude any time you say. 
Mr. CoNYERs. Well, I wanted to give you some notice. 
Mr. MCGBE. Do you want to ask some question? 
Mr. CoNYERS. Well, I don't have any further questions, but I'd like 

you to conclude your statement, though, finish your points. 



161 

Mr. MCGEE. All right. Then I will do it very briefly. 
There needs to be a mechanism for establishing a broad research 

strategy and for its constant review and restructuring, should it be 
established. The foundation for such a mechanism might be an advi- 
sory board for the National Institute of Law Enforcement and 
Criminal Justice, made up of research leaders, experienced practi- 
tioners, and policymakers. 1 don't think that for this kind of operation, 
at the stage we are in now, this kind of a group should be made up 
entirely ofresearchers. 

I think I already said that there is a need for maintaining some 
scientific independence for the people who are doing the research. 

And finally I would like to mate a suggestion, the Federal Govern- 
ment might consider providing some continuing subsidies to univer- 
sities and private, nonprofit research institutes which have established 
records of good performance. Eight or ten such centers in the country 
might provide a kind of ongoing network around which to build the 
total effort. This would also help toward the goal of a cumulative 
building-block system of knowledge development instead of the hit-or- 
miss cafeteria kind of arrangement which seems to be the present 
state of affairs. 

Also, I would have the Federal Government take the leadership in 
encouraging special research efforts on the part of major State and 
local operating agencies. I think it is necessary to ask that each 
dedicate somewhere in the neighborhood of 3 or 4 percent of its 
operating budget to research and development functions, and very 
few of them do, as you know. This, then, could serve to make a closer 
fit with the research commimity, as well as serve as a bridge between 
research and management. 

Mr. CoNYERs. I want to thank you, Dr. McGee. Are you based 
here in Washington? 

Mr. MCGEE. NO, I am based in Sacramento, Calif. 
Mr. CoNYEKs. We'd like you to continue to worry along with us as 

we try to effect the shape of not only the Institute but of LEAA, and 
hopefully the entire justice system. Your experience is certainly very 
important, and it is reflected m the several items that you have recom- 
mended to us here today, and I am very grateful. 

Mr. MCGEE. I will be available at any time by telephone or U.S. 
mail. 

Mr. CoNYEBs. Thank you. I am glad to hear that. 
If staff have questions, I'd ask that they communicate with Dr. 

McGee, and we will include them in the record. 
We now have Associate Justice of the Georgia Supreme Court, 

Justice Robert H. Hall, who comes here today representing the 
American Bar Association. 

Judge Hall, we welcome you to our hearings. We appreciate your 
statement that has been prepared, and it will be incorporated in the 
record at this point. 

[The prepared statement of Hon. Robert H. Hall follows:] 

STATEMENT OF ROBERT H. HALL or THB AMERICAN BAR ASSOCIATIOM 

I am Robert H. Hall, a justice of the Georgia Supreme Court and Chairmaa of 
the American Bar Association's Commission on a National Institute of Justice. I 
have been asked by the President of our Association, Justin A. Stanley, to appear 
before you today to discuss a proposal we have developed for addressing nceos in 
the field of justice research and experimentation. 
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The hearings you are holding are of extreme importance in our view, for they 
carry the potential erf affecting the Uves of every citizen in this country in very 
positive ways. The subject of research and experimentation is one that perhaps 
lacks the public appeal of programs which would impact more immediately and 
directly upon social concemis; but in the long rxm, a systematic and resp>onsibIe 
research program has a far greater likelihood of producing sound and productive 
programs for meeting social problems than programs which are instituted without 
proper knowledge of the problems or of the impact of alternative solutions. 

A brief history of the ABA's involvement in this field may be helpful. The 
Association is, of course, the primary national organization of members of the legal 
proff-gsion with some 218,000 members. As such, we are involved in a wide range of 
services for our members—publications on legal subjects, educational seminars, 
monitoring legislative matters of concern to lawyers, and the Uke. But we al«o 
have become involved in a variety of projects (rf broader pubUc interest: the de- 
velopment of standards for the improved functioning of the criminal justice sys- 
tem; a lengthy study of methods by which federal law enforcement agencies might 
be insulated from improper partisan influences, including a recommendation of a 
triggering mechani.«m for the appointment of a temporary special prosecutor which 
has had, we beheve, substantial effect on federal legislation in thus area; develop- 
ment of and support for programs of law-related education in elementary and 
secondary schools to improve citizen understanding of the justice sjT-tem; and a 
series of project* operated by our Commission on Correctional Facilities and Serv"- 
ices oriented toward improving the manner in which criminal sanctions are ad- 
ministered in this country. Better than half of the Association's budget is devoted 
to these broader public concerns. 

In focusing on such programs and activities, the Association has become in- 
creasingly aware of two things: first, how little we know about the fimctioning of 
the justice system or systems in this country; and second, how meager and un- 
coordinated are the present efforts to learn more about these systems. 

In 1972, Bert H. Early, the Executive Director of the Association, pubUshed 
an article in the West Virginia Law Review which highlighted these deficiencies 
and suggested, in a verj' broad way, the creation of an independent agency of the 
federal government to provide the coordination and funding of justice research 
efforts which were so sorely lacking. The article stimulated the Association's 
then-President, Leon Jaworski, to appoint a task force to explore the concept, 
and that ta»k force in turn led to the creation of the Commission which I now 
chair. That Commission has developed a "Bill to Create a National Institute of 
Justice," which was approved in principle by the Association's House of Dele- 
gates in August 1974. A copy of that proposed bill is appended to my testimony 
and will serve as the basis of my remarks to you toda3'. 

Before discussing the proposal itself, I would point out that the Conmiission 
which developed this proposal is not composed exclusively of members of the 
legal profession but is interdisciplinary in nature. It was evident to the Associa- 
tion from the beginning that the justice system was by no means the exclusive 
domain of lawyers and judges; that the problems of justice could only be addressed 
by an effort wtiicb embraced persons from a wide range of discipUnes; that, indeed, 
in terms of research methodology and technique, the legal profession probably 
lags badly behind other disciplines. Less than half the members of the original 
Commission were judges and practicing lawyers, with the remaining members 
coming from academia, citizens' groups, the business community and other non- 
lawyers with a vital concern for the justice s3-stem. 

I should also note that our proposal did not stem in any way from concerns 
about or study of the Law Enforcement Assistance Administration or its research 
component, the National Institute of Law Enforcement and Criminal Justice 
(NILE), to which you are directing your attention in these hearings. Our proposal 
was the product of an independent concern with the overall pattern of justice 
research, and we have only recently begun to explore how this proposal might 
interrelate with the existing Institute in LEAA. 

Turning to our proposal, I would like to highUght some of its major features: 
1. Administratively, we believe it is essential that federal justice research and 

experimentation be performed by an agency structured so as to ensure its inde- 
pendence. There are several reasons for this view. 

(a) A research entity which is part of another agency will be subjected to 
enormous pressures, indeed, dictation, to conduct research which will a.s8ist 
the agency in meeting its own needs. The research agency should be struc- 
tured 80 that it can establish its own program and set its own priorities 
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The operational needs of action agencies should not control the research 
agency. 

(6) It may be possible to place such an agency within an existing Depart- 
ment and provide assurances of its independence to establish and conduct its 
own program. We question, however, whether sufficient safeguards can be 
established within a Department setting to ensure that the agency will 
have control over its budgetary process. Even if such safeguards can be 
devised, we are concerned that the credibility of an agency within a Depart- 
ment may be substantially less than the credibility of an independent agency. 
Members of the social science research community, for example, may feel 
leas confidence in associating themselves with an agency which, ultimately, 
is under the .supervision of lawyers, as in the Department of Justice, than 
they would with an agency having an interdisciplinary governing body. 
I am also aware that many of my brethren in the state judiciary, who are 
apprehensive about federal involvement in the activities of state courts, would 
prefer that the research program be disassociated from the Department of 
Justice  or  other  large  operational  agency. 

(c) We recommend that the Institute be governed by a Board of Trustees 
appointed by the President. We believe it is essential that the Institute 
have an interdisciplinary, broadly representative governing body which will 
be actively involved in structuring the Institute's research program. The 
likelihood that a balanced group of the most capable individuals will be 
appointe<l, anfl that these individuals will invest the time and encrgj' neces- 
sary to perform the.se important responsibilities, will be greatly enhanced 
if the President makes the appointments. Further, the public visibility of 
the Institute's work is likely to be greater if the Institute is provided such 
high-level  leadership. 

2. In terms of mission, we have stressed the need for a comprehensive research 
and pilot project effort encompassing all aspects of the justice system—criminal, 
civil, administrative, regulatory, and so forth. A major problem with existing 
research in the justice field Is that it is done on a piecemeal basis, with little 
coordin.<ition between the various efforts. A comprehensive approach would 
permit both greater awareness of other research projects and appropriate ex- 
change of information and ideas between, for example, researchers in the criminal 
justice field and those in the civil field. There is an obvious danger in such a 
broad jurisdiction, of course, in that focusing the research efforts and developing 
priorities becomes more difficult than in an agency whose jurisdiction is limited, 
for example, to criminal justice matters. But the overlap and interface between 
the various components of the justice system is obvious, and the benefits of a 
broatl and comprehensive jurisdiction far outweigh, in our view, the disadvantages. 

3. We have suggested that the great bulk of research to be performed by the 
Institute be performed by outside individuals and organizations. We suggest this 
approach because we would like to utilize existing expertise, rather than re-invent 
the wheel, and because we think this approach will foster diversity rather than 
result in a monolithic federal Ijureaucracy. At the same time, it is improtant that 
the Institute's staff pos,sess and maintain familiarity with and involvement with 
research methodology; otherwise, they will be unable to evaluate fully research 
needs and project results. We have suggested that the in-house staff be authorized 
to perform pilot, developmental and evaluative studies. 

4. We have also suggested a variety of other functions which a National Insti- 
tute of Justice might perform: training and educational programs in the l.iw; and 
librarv-, clearinghouse, information-gathering and publication functions. These 
fimctions are intende<l to be secondary and supplementary to the primary research 
function of the NIJ, and care should he taken that the demands for these services 
not divert the Institute from its principal role. 

The bill is not viewed by us as the be-all and end-all. We intend it as a vehicle 
to focus attention and concern on the problems of justice and the need for a greater 
federal role in justice research. We are very pleased that your subcommittees have 
demonstrated similar concerns by holding these hearings, and we hope our pro- 
posal may help further the dialogue on the direction the federal effort should 
now take. 

Having discussed some of the key features of the draft bill, I would like to sug- 
gest some further considerations which are not specifically dealt with in the bill. 

In the last few months, following discussions with the Attorney General and 
othei-s about our proposal, we have begun to look at the possible interrelationship 
which the proposed National Institute of Justice might have with NILE, and with 



164 

such other research bodies as the National Institute of Juvenile Justice and De- 
Unquency Prevention and the National Institute of Corrections. While the As- 
sociation has adopted no official policy position on these issues, I would like to 
share some thoughts with you which have arisen out of our internal discussions. 

First, it may make sense for the federal criminal justice research program now 
embodied in NILE to be reconstituted as part of a comprehensive National Insti- 
tute of Justice as described in our draft bill. The existing NILE budget would be- 
come the budget of the NIJ—a budget on the order of $30 million. This budget 
would be split in some fashion between criminal, civil and other research ftinctions. 
We beUeve the NIJ should Ije initiated on a relatively small scale and that its 
program of research and pilot projects should develop gradually, after the NIJ 
Board has carefully considered and formulated an overall research plan and gen- 
eral areas of focus. Developing this overall plan would be a major item on the 
Board's initial agenda. We would also envision the NIJ establishing two sub- 
components during this first year or two: a Center for Justice Statistics, which 
would develop a much-needed data base on the justice system; and a Center for 
Justice Evaluation which would review the work products of federal justice re- 
search projects. These two Centers together with an effectively-functioning 
Board of Trustees, should permit the NIJ to develop and implement a responsible 
program of justice research. 

Second, some consideration needs to be given the National Institute for Juvenile 
Justice and Delinquency Prevention, the National Institute of Correction, and 
other federal justice research efforts. One possibility would be to have the NIJ, 
once it has become established and is functioning well, serve as an "umbrella" for 
these other institutes, something like the National Institutes of Health model. 
Such an approach might offer considerable advantages to the existing institutes: 
the pooling of data, the ability to coordinate efforts, and the strength and impact 
afforded by greater public visibility and closer working relationships in closely 
related endeavors. We would suggest, however, that such an umbrella capacity not 
be made part of the NIJ initially but only later if such an affiliation then appears 
likely to be beneficial. 

Third, the issue of basic vs. applied research is often raised in discussions of 
federal research efforts. Basic research has the potential for more far-reaching 
impact but is less appealing politically because it generally takes a far longer 
period of time and is not intended to produce specific results. Applied research, 
on the other hand, while politically appealing, may require the sacrificing of 
creativity and the freedom to pursue collateral research topics due to the pressure 
to produce results. We would suggest that a balance be struck between the two 
and that authorizing legislation not favor one over the other. The line between 
basic and applied research is a hazy one and makes distinctions difficult if not 
impossible. The research program should not be under the sort of pressure applied 
to some other federal efforts to produce results immediately, yet it should not be 
totally divorced from seeking to achieve practical results. Finally, the problems 
of the justice system are wide-ranging and necessitate different sorts of approaches. 
The causes of recidivism, for example, require a far different type of research than 
the development of alternative methods of dispute resolution for routine consumer 
problem»---both of which strike me as possible or even likely topics for study by a 
National Institute of Justice. 

In conclusion, I would like to quote from a statement made in April 1974 about 
tbe NU proposal by a former governor of my state, Jimmy Carter. Our Commis- 
sion held a series of five public hearings around the country to receive comments 
and reactions to our proposal. Governor Carter submitted a statement at the 
hearing we held in Atlanta and his statement concluded as follows: 

"I for one believe that a body like the National Institute of Justice is essential 
to study these and other problems of our justice system and to achieve meaningful 
reform. No single city or state can command the resources and personnel to 
uodertake Buch an effort. Many problems of our justice system are, of course, 
local in OAture; but many others recur time and time again in different cities and 
ia different states. A national body which would study these problems and suggest, 
not dictate, solutions would be a great resource to me and other governors. The 
role which the Institute could serve in publicizing and coordinating existing 
reform efTorte would also be a genuine step forward. I commend you for the fine 
wi diligent effort which yoiu- Commission has put into this effort so far, and I 
b^nrxily endorse your proposal. Its unified approach will assist us in establishing 
jii«tie« throughout the United States and thereby create 'a more perfect Union.'' 
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A BILL TO CREATE A NATIONAL INSTITUTE OF JUSTICE 

(American Bar Association, August 1974) 

FINDINGS AND PURPOSES 

The Congress of the United States finds that: 
Continuous efforts must be made to improve the quality of justice and the 

fairness and effectiveness of the administration of law for all individuals through- 
out the country; 

Improvement of justice and the administration of the law must be made not 
only in courts but also in administrative tribunals, agencies of government, and in 
relations among private individuals and organizations; 

Particular attention must be given to assuring that the individual citizen is able 
to secure prompt and eflRcient recognition of his legal rights, privileges, and 
obligations, and will receive equal justice without regard to income status, race, 
sex, age, religion, or national origin; 

The task of improving justice and the administration of the law requires 
development and dissemination of more fully informed knowledge and under- 
standing of the circumstances and processes through which law affects the lives of 
individuals at all levels of government and society; 

The Federal Government, recognizing the authority and responsibility of state 
and local government and private individuals and organizations in securing the 
quality of justice and the effectiveness of law, can contribute to improving justice 
and the administration of the law by aiding in the development and dissemination 
of knowledge concerning them; 

The efTorts of existing private and public agencies concerned with development 
and dissemination of knowledge concerning improvement of justice and the 
administration of law should not be displaced but should be supplemented and 
assisted; and 

The creation of a National Institute of Justice would further these purposes. 

CREATION AND POSITION LN GOVERNMENT 

Section 1.—There is hereby established an independent agency to be known as 
the National Institute of Justice (hereinafter referred to as the "Institute"). 

F0WER8 

Section S.—(a) The Institute is authorized and directed, through grants, 
contracts, and its own activities: 

(1) To make evaluations and appraisals of the effectiveness and quality of 
justice and the administration of law, including but not limited to civil and 
criminal justice, administrative and regulatory law, and private legal con- 
flicts and their resolution; 

(2) To conduct basic and applied research concerning justice and the 
administration of law. All forms of research inquiry may be employed, 
including empirical and doctrinal inquiry and policy and jurisprudential 
analysis, according to their prospects for valuable results; 

(3) To conduct experimental programs in the field of justice and adminis- 
tration of law through responsible public and private agencies and organiza- 
tions, including agencies and organizations of state and local governments; 

(4) To conduct training and educational programs in law, legal and judicial 
procedures, and law-related research proceaurcs. Such programs may include 
fellowships for research, technical training, and advanced education; 

(5) To coordinate its functions with those of other governmental, academic, 
and research agencies and organizations, public and private, to avoid as far 
as possible conflict of purpose and duplication of effort and to promote as 
far as possible a common set of national priorities in improving justice and 
the administration of law; and 

(6) To conduct such library, clearinghouse, information gathering, and 
fublication f luictions as may further the realization of its other responsibilities. 

In carrj'ing out these functions the Institute shall not undertake research, 
experimentation, or training through personnel of the Institute, but the Institute 
through its staff may engage in such developmental studies as may be necessary 
to formulate or evaluate research, experimental, or training proposals. 
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(c) In its research, experimental, and training programs, and in making recom- 
mc-ndation.s for improvement of justice and the administration of law, the Institute 
shall give particular attention to the impact of justice and the adniinistration of 
law on the individual citizen and his opportunity to secure prompt and effective 
ecognition of his legal rights, privileges and obligations, and to securing to him, 
equal legal protection and access to legal redress without regard to income status 
race, f^.x, age, religion or national origin. 

ORGANIZATION  OP THE  INSTITUTE 

Section S.—The Institute shall consist of a Board of Trustees, a Director, aind 
a Cotmcil. 

APPOINTMENT OF  BOARD  OF TRUSTEES 

Seetion 4-—(a) The Board of Trustees shall consist of 16 members. The mem- 
bers of the Board of Trustees shall be appointed by the President, by and with the 
advice and consent of the Senate. The persons appointed shall be eminent in 
community and public affairs, pubUc administration, the administration of 
justice, or scholarship in law or related academic disciplines, and shall be selected 
solely on the ba.sis of established records of distinguished service or accomplishment. 

(b) The membership of the Board shall include: 
(1) Two persons, each of whom is chosen from a list of not less than five 

nominations made by the National Governors Conference; 
(2) Two persons who arc judges of the courts of the states, each of whom 

is chosen from a list of not less than five nominations made by the Confer- 
ence of Chief Justices; 

(3) At least four members who arc lawyers; and 
(4) At least four persons who are neither judges nor lawj-ers. Appoint- 

ments to the Board shall be so made that its membership shall include one 
resident of each of the Circuits of the United States Courts of Appeals. 

(c) In making appointments, the President shall solicit and give due considera- 
tion to recommendations submitted by members of Congress and other officers of 
federal, state, and local government, by civic and citizen organizations that have 
manifested an interest in justice and the administration of Taw, by organizations 
of the legal profession (including the judiciary), and by the academic branches of 
the law and law-related disciplines. 

('!) The term of each member of the Board shall be four years, except that (1) 
a nii'inlier appointed to fill a vacancy occurring prior to the e.xptration of the term 
for which his predecessor was appointed shall be appointed for the remainder of 
that term; iind (.2) the tenn.s of office of the memi;)crs first taking office after the 
date of enactment of this .\ct shall expire, a-s designated by the President at the 
time of appointment, four at the end of one year, four at the end of two years, 
four at the end of three years, and four at the end of four years after the date of 
the first appointments made under this Act. Any person who has been a member of 
the Board for two consecutive terms shall thereafter be ineligilile for any sub- 
•equent appointment to the Board. 

POWERS   AND   RF.SPONSIBILITIES   OF  THE   BOARD 

Section 5.—(a) The Board shall elect a Chairman from among its members and 
may elect from such membership a Vice-Chairman and .such other officers as it 
may designate. The Chairman and other officers so elected shall hold office for 
one year and until their respective successors are qualified and may l)e re-elected 
80 long its they continue as members of the Board. 

(Ii) The Board may appoint from its members an Executive Committee and 
assign to the Executive Committee such powers of the Board as it deems appro- 
priate except that of reviewing and approving the budgetary proposals of the 
Director. It may appoint such other committees, whose membership need not be 
limited to members of the Boiird, as it deems appropriate, including advisory 
coniniittees in specific areas of its work. 

(c)  The Board shall also: 
(1) Meet quarterly and at such other times as it may specify, or upon the 

call of the Chairman, the Director, or at lea-st one-third of its members; 
(2) In consultation with the Director, formulate the policies and programs 

of the Institute; 
(3) At least annually prepare and make public distribution of the program 

plans and descriptions of projects proposed and contemplated by the Insti- 
tute and solicit suggestions and comments concerning the siime, with partic- 
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ular regard to their relationship to similar or related programs and projects 
of other pulilic and private agencies concerned with justice and the admin- 
istration of law; 

(4) Monitor and cause evaluations to be made of the value and effective- 
ness of the programs of the Institute; 

(5) After consultation with the Council, lender an annual report to the 
people of the United States on the work of the Institute and the state of 
justice and the administration of law in the nation. The report may include 
recommendations for improvement of justice and the administration of law; 

(6) Determine the time and place of sessions of the Council. The Council 
.shall meet at least twice a year; 

(7) .\ppr()ve and submit budgetary proposals for the Institute. 
(d) The members of the Board shall receive compensation at the rate of $100 

for each day engaged in the business of the Institute and shall also ho allowed 
travel expenses as atithorized by section 5703 of Title 5, United States Code. 

DIRECTOR 

Section 6.—(a) The Director shall l)e appointed by the Board without regard 
to the provisions of Title 5, United States Code, governing appointments in the 
competitive service. The term of the Director shall be six years unless he is sooner 
removed by the Board. The Board may remove the Director by vote of a major- 
ity of its members. 

(b) The Director shall, subject to the direction of the Board, be responsible for 
carrying out the functions of the Institute and, except as otherwise provided in this 
Act, shall exercise all authority granted to the Institute by thLs Act. In addition, 
the Director shall: 

(1) Recommend to the Board policies and programs; 
(2) Prepare, for approval of the Board, estimates of the budgetary 

requirements of the Institute; 
(3) With the advice and approval of the Board, appoint a Deputy Director, 

without regard to the provisions of Title 5, United States Code, governing 
appointments to the competitive service. 

(c) The Director may delegate to any other officer or employee of the Institute 
any duty or authority he has, except those specified in subsection (b)(1), (2) and 
(3). 

COUNCIL 

Section 7.—(a) The Council shall consist of not less than fifty nor more than 
100 members appointeil by the Board for terms of three years, except that those 
selected initially shall be chosen in a manner such that the terms of one-third of 
them expire respectively one, two and three years after their appointment. The 
members of the Council shall be selected to provide broad representation of the 
views of private citizens and groups and various types of agencies concerned with 
the administration of justice and to draw upon diverse experience in life and 
various regions of the nation. 

(b) The Council shall meet as provided in Section 5(c) (6). The Chairman of the 
Board of the Institute, or another member of the Board designated by him, shall 
preside at meetings of the Council. The Council: 

(1) Shall receive and may discuss and make recommendations concerning 
proposals and reports of activity by the Institute; 

(2) May authorize creation of study and advisory committees of the 
Council, whose members shall be appointed by the Chairman; 

(3) May suggest problems and topics concerning which the Institute should 
undertake activities authorized by this Act; 

(4) May make reports and recommendations to the Board. 
(c) Members of the Council shall receive compensation at the rate of $10 per 

day for each day engaged in the business of the Institute and shall also be 
allowed travel expenses as authorized by section 5703 of Title 5, United States 
code. 

FURTHER  POWERS 

Section 8—(a) In addition to any authority vested in it by other provisions of 
this Act, the Institute, in carrying out its functions, is authorized to: 

(1) Prescribe such regulations as it deems necessary governing the manner 
in which its functions shall be carried out; 
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(2) Receive money and other property donated, bequeathed, or devised, 
without condition or restriction other than that it be used for a purpose of 
the Institute; and to use, sell, or otherwise dispose of such property for the 
purpose of carrying out its functions; 

(3) In the discretion of the Institute, receive (and use, sell or otherwise 
dispose of, in accordance with paragraph (2)) money and other property 
donated, bequeathed, or devised to the Institute with a condition or restric- 
tion, including a condition that the Institute use other funds of the In- 
stitute for the purposes of the gift; 

(4) Appoint aJdvisory committees composed of such private citizens, 
members of civic, citizen, and professional organizations, and officials of 
federal, state, and local governments as it deems desirable to advise the 
Institute with respect to its functions xmder this Act; 

(5) Appoint and fix the compensation of such personnel as may be neces- 
sary to carry out the provisions of this Act without regard to the provisions 
to Title 5, United States Code, governing appointments in the compyetitive 
service, and without regard to the provisions of chapter 51 and subchapter 
III of chapter 53 of such title relating to classification and General Schedule 
pay rates; 

(6) Obtain the services of experts and consultants in accordance with the 
provisions of section 3109 of Title 5, United States Code, at the rates for 
individuals not to exceed the rate prescribed for OS-18 in the General 
Schedule under section 5332 of Title 5, United States Code. 

(7) Accept and utilize the services of voluntary and noncompensated per- 
sonnel and reimburse them for travel expenses, including per diem, as au- 
thorized by section 5703 of Title 5, United States Code; 

(8) Enter into contracts, grants, or other arrangements, or modification 
thereof to carry out the provisions of this Act, and such contracts or modifi- 
cations thereof may, with the concurrence of two-thirds of the members of the 
Board, be entered into without performance or other bonds, and without 
regard to section 3709 of the Revised Statutes, as amended (41 U.S.C. 5); 

(9) Provide for the making of such reports (including fund accounting 
reports) and the filing of such applications in such form and containing such 
information aa the Director may reasonably require; 

(10) Make advances and other payments which the Director deems neces- 
sary under this Act without regard to the provisions of section 3648 of the 
Revised Statutes, as amended (31 U.S.C. 529); and 

(11) Make other necessary expenditures. 
(b) Each member of a committee other than a member of the Board appointed 

pursuant to Section 5(b) or paragraph (4) of subsection (a) of this section who is 
not an officer or employee of the federal government shall receive an amount 
equal to the maximum daily rate prescribed for GS-18 under section 5332 of 
Title 5, United States Code, for each day he is engaged in the actual performance 
of duties (including travel time) a.s a member of a committee. All members shall 
be reimbursed for travel, subsistence, and necessary expenses incurred in the 
performance of their duties. 

POLITICAL  BAN 

Section 9.—Neither the Director nor any other employee of the Institute shall 
take any active part in political management or in political campaigns, and no such 
oflScer or employee shall use his official position or influence for the purpose of 
Interfering with any election or affecting there result of any election. 

COMPENSATION  OF DIKECTOB 

Section 10.—(a) Section 5315 of Title 5, United States Code, is amended by 
adding at the end thereof the following new paragraph: 

"(^5)  Director,  National Institute of Justice. 
(b) Section 5316 of Title 5, United States Code, is amended by adding-at the 

end thereof the following new paragraph: 
"(130) Deputy Director, National Institute of Justice." 

APPROPRIATION 

Section 11.—There are authorized to be appropriated such suuia as may be 
necessary to carry out the provisions of thia Act. 
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COMMENTARY 

The objective in creating a National Institute of Justice is to provide an in- 
formed mind and voice on matters concerning justice and the administration of 
law in all its asiiects in the American community. The Institute is authorized to 
inquire, to study, and to report concerning the way in which law and justice 
function in specific contexts of public importance, and to recommend measures 
for their improvement. The Institute would not be an operating agency, except 
to the Umited extent of being authorized to assist and evaluate experimental 
programs conducted by other agencies and organizations. The assumption under- 
lying creation of the Institute is that an agency with intelligent and disinterested 
concern for law and justice can advise and educate public opinion, and thereby 
help stimulate action for needed change and improvement in this vital aspect of 
our country's general welfare. To this end, it is contemplated that the Institute 
will be autonomous, non-partisan, and endowed with excellence and continuity 
in leadership. 

The statement of findings and purposes provides a general statement of the 
Institute's aims and role. The Institute's field of concern is law and justice in the 
broadest sense, not merely the courts or the criminal justice system. In the 
presently forseeable future it is contemplated that the Institute will play a 
subordinate role in research and experimentation in matters concerning the 
courts and criminal justice, because these areas are now being vigorously explored 
and developed by existing agencies, notably the Law Enforcement Assistance Ad- 
ministration and public and private agencies with which it is collaborating. There 
are many other important areas of justice and law to which attention and inquiry 
need presently to be addressed, including such matters as legal protection for 
consumers, access to health-care services, availability of legal services, due 
process and equal protection in dealing with public agencies, legally secured 
opportunity to participate in government decision-making, protection of privacy 
from official intrusion, accountability of public officials for actions that affect 
individuals, and economical adjustment of private legal disputes through such 
devices a.s arbitration. Our society has become one in which there are ever-increas- 
ing involvements of government and private organized groups in the security 
and well-being of individuals in these respects and many others. There should be 
a correspondingly increased effort to improve awareness of the legal aspects of 
these involvements and to reform and improve the law and its administration in 
response. The Institute would have a responsibility to provide leadership and 
support for efforts to this effect, collaborating with public and private agencies 
already concerned with specific areas in the general field. 

Section 1 designates the name of the Institute and providas that it is an "inde- 
pendent" agency. In the nature of its work, the Institute will be involved in 
studjring, experimenting, and making recommendations on matters that are 
complex and potentially controversial. Its effectiveness in doing so will be deter- 
mined by its record and reputation of candor, thoroughness, and disinterestedness. 
To assure such effectiveness, it is essential that the Institute be enabled to develop 
its program without political interference or intervention by other branches or 
agencies of government. The objective in this regard is an agency maintaining 
the kind of independence characteristic of the National Science Foundation, the 
Administrative Conference of the United States, and comparable existing 
agencies. 

Section 2 states the responsibilities and goals of the Institute and provides 
directions for pursuing them. The provision in Section 2(a) that the Institute 
may act "through grants, contracts, and its own activities" is designed to indicate 
that the Institute, while having wide flexibility in carrying out its responsibilities, 
is to draw primarily upon outside capabilities through grants and contracts 
rather than attempting to perform its functions "in house." Experience with 
government sponsored research and experimentation, particularly in policy- 
sensitive areas, indicates the importance of trying to avoid the insularity or bias 
that can result from staff-centered operations. At the same time, the Institute 
must have the capacity to engage in such developmental studies as may be neces- 
sary to formulate or evaluate research, experimental or training proposals. No 
percentage or like limitation is imposed on the proportions of effort involved, but 
it is contemplated that something like three-quarters of the Institute's budget 
would be expended through grants and contracts. 

Section 2(a) paragraphs (1) through (4) describe the basic responsibilities of 
the Institute. The subject matter domain of the Institute is "justice and the 
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administration of law," a term intended to signify in the broadest sense all aspects 
of law and justice. It includes not only such matters as the operation of courts 
and administrative agencies and tribunals but the systems of non-governmental 
dispute resolution, the problem of access of citizens and private organizations to 
legal assistance and redress, and the fairness and efficiency with which laws of 
various kinds operate in everyday life. It includes also education in law, both in 
law schools and in general education, penal law and corrections, effectiveness of 
legal services, and comparable specific problem situations. In this large and 
complex subject area, the Institute, of course, will have to make continuous 
selection of matters for immediate attention. It cannot be expected to con.sidcr 
all matters included in its authority but will have to develop priorities in the light 
of the general public iniportance of various matters within its purview. It is not 
contemplated that the Institute would engage in any functions or activities, the 
undertaking of which by another agency has been specifically rejected by Congress 
as an inappropriate use of Federal funds. The Institute might, however, make 
further inquiry or investigation into the matter if it appeared that Congress had 
acted on inadequate or erroneous information in making such rejection. 

The methods by which the Institute may concern itself with the subject of 
law and justice include evaluations and appraisals, basic and applied research, 
experimentation, and training and educational programs. These methods are 
described in intentionally general terms. At the same time, the Institute is not 
authorized to become an operating agency in any field of justice or the administra- 
tion of law, nor to become an on-going source of funding for such operations 
conducted by other agencies. 

The Institute is given no authority to establish or impose standards. Its au- 
thority is limited to the persuasive effects of its studies and recommendations, and 
the influence which it is hoped its prestige and reputation will provide. The pro- 
visions of Section 2(a)(4) concerning fellowships contemplate stipends for specific 
research and educational undertakings, some of which might be made available 
for research in residence at the Institute, as in the program of the National In- 
stitute of Health. It is not intended to authorize a general plan of scholarships 
for attending law school. 

Section 2(a)(5) provides that the Institute shall pursue its responsibilities in a 
way that minimizes conflict or duplication with existing agencies in the field of 
justice and the administration of law. This provision recognizes that there are 
already many private and public organizations devoted to research, education, and 
reform in law and justice, and that there will continue to be. It is impossible to 
define jurisdictional boundaries in such a large and complex area, and unwise for 
an existing or proposed organization to be given preemptive authority in any field 
within it. Yet it is also important at any given time to avoid duphcation and waste- 
ful competition. Many significant problems in law and justice are not now receiv- 
ing the attention they require and deserve. The direction to promote a common set 
of priorities requires the Institute to develop its program with an eye to the rela- 
tive importance of problems, the feasibility of remedies within a given time span, 
and economy of available resources. Another provision, Section 5(c)(3), requires 
the Institute to make public dissemination of its program plans and project 
descriptions on a regular periodic basis and to solicit suggestions and comments 
concerning them. Administered by a properly constituted Board and a con- 
scientious Director, these provisions could make possible a much greater degree 
of harmony and coordination of effort than presently exists. 

Section 2(a) paragraphs (6) and (7) authorize librarj', clearinghouse, and publi- 
cation activities. These are essential to the collection of existing knowledge and 
the dissemination of new studies and proposals. The requirement of coordination 
in Section 2(a)(5) applies to these provisions as well as to other elements in the 
Institute's program. 

Section 2(b) makes clear the priority that the Institute is to give to the u.se of 
grants and contracts, and the aim of keeping its staff small. The Institute is au- 
thorized to perform pilot, developmental, and evaluative studies through its own 
staff, for this is often an essential element in determining whether a particular 
program is feasible and potentially productive. Aside from this authority, however, 
the Institute is to conduct its program through outside agencies—academic, 
research, and governmental—rather than through its own staff. 

Section 2(c) provides that the Institute shall give particular attention to the 
impact of justice and the administration of law on private individuals. Specific 
attention is directed toward problems of equal protection and access to legal 
redress where an individual's situation may be affected by discrimination or 
disability on account of income status, race, sex, age, religion, or national origin. 
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This concept is general and necessarily somewhat vague, but it signifies a very 
important concern. The Institute is required to give continuing attention to those 
who are affected by the systems of law and justice, and not merely those who 
administer the law or who are otherwise involved with it in a professional capacity. 
The ultimate aim of all legal institutions and procedures is a better and more 
acceptable quality of justice for the citizenry at large. Primary concern for this 
interest is a vital element of the Institute's responsibilities. 

The structure of the Institute is provided in Sections 3 through 7. The organs of 
its government include the Board of Trustees, the Director, and the Council. This 
arrangement is intended to provide the Institute with a responsible governing 
body consisting of a small number of nationally distinguished members, competent 
professional leadership and administration, and the advice of a broadly representa- 
tive consultative council. The aim is a balance between public stature, technical 
and intellectual expertness, and popular expression in the policy and program of 
the Institute. 

Section 4(a) provides for the Board of Trustees. There are to lie 16 trustees, a 
number large enough to have wide representation and yet small enough to assure 
efficiency and direct responsibility in supervision of the affaire of the Institute". 
The members of the Board are to be appointed by the President, by and with the 
advice and consent of the Senate. This is the method most widely employed in 
constituting an independent federal agency, and has the advantage that the 
appointments may be made from a single national perspective and through a 
procedure that faciUtates maintaining balanced diversity in the Board's member- 
ship. Consideration was given to other procedures for selecting the Board, includ- 
ing having some of the appointments made by the Chief Justice of the United 
States and the presiding officers of the Houses of Congress. It wa.s concluded, how- 
ever, that the appropriate balance in the Board membersliip could best be assured 
through Presidential selection. 

The trustees are to be chosen on the basis of civic concern and professional 
stature. All appointments are to be made without regard to partisan or special 
interest affiliation and with due concern for establishing a broadly representative 
group. At the same time, recognition of the central importance of the states in the 
administration of justice is preserved through participation of the National 
(iovernors Conference and the Conference of Chief Justices in the process of 
selecting the Board. Similarly, the requirements for geographical diversity in the 
Board's membership and inclusion both of persons who are lawyers and those who 
are neither judges nor lawyers aie designed to assure that the Board will have a 
broad perspective of the administration of justice. The cause of ju-stice i.s far too 
important to be left entirely in the hands of the legal profession or to a group of 
persons from any one region. 

The terms of the Board members are four years, in terms staggered to provide 
continuity. A hmit of two consecutive terms is imposed to provide gradual turn- 
over on the Board and thus the introduction of fresh viewpoints and abilities. The 
Chairman and other officers of the Board are to be chosen by the Board from its 
members. It is contemplated that the burdens of time and effort falling on the 
Chairman will be very substantial, and those on the other officials similar though 
in lesser degree. The Chairman in particular should therefore be a person who is 
able and willing to give substantial and continuing attention to the business of the 
Institute. The Board would be in the best position to know which of its members 
could most effectively discharge these responsibilities. Section 5(b) authorizes 
the Board to constitute necessary committees, including an Executive Committee. 
This will permit the Board to give close and continuing attention to the program 
of the Institute. To the same effect is the provision in Section 5(c)(1) that the 
Board shall meet at least quarterly. 

The remaining provisions of Section 5 specify responsibilities and authority of 
the Board. The Board is required by Section 5(c)(3) to disseminate its program 
plans and proposed projects on a periodic basis. This provision, as noted earlier, 
is designed to facilitate coordination of the Institute's program with that of other 
public and private agencies concerned with justice and the administration of law. 
It should also provide the Institute with valuable critical commentary on the 
feasibility and value of projects it is considering to undertake. Section 5(c)(4) 
requires the Board to monitor the programs of the Institute, which is its inherent 
responsibility in any event, and to cause evaluations to be made of the Institute's 
work. The aim is to make sure that the Board has independent advice concerning 
the usefulness and progress of projects it has authorized. Section 5(c)(5) requires 
the Board to make an annual report on behalf of the Institute. The report is to 
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be addressed to the people as a whole and not to any partictilar agency of govern- 
ment inasmuch as the points of implementation of its findings or recommenda- 
tions, depending on their subject and substance, may be either legislative, judicial, 
or executive at national, state, or local levels of government. 

Section 6 provides for a Director to be appointed by the Board. The Director 
is chief administrative and professional officer of the Institute, but is responsible 
to and subject to the direction of the Board, by whom he may be removed. 

Section 7 provides for the Council. The size of the Council is to be determined 
by the Board within the limits of 50 to 100 members. It is contemplated that the 
number may vary from time to time, dep>endiBg on experience as to the partici- 
pation of Council members and on availability and willingness to serve of prop- 
erly qualified individuals. The Board is directed to constitute the Council in such 
a way as to provide a wide cross-section of civic, vocational, professional and 
individual interests. 

Other procedures by which to select the Council were considered—such as 
selection of one member by the governor of each state—but none seemed to 
provide better assurance of broad representation while at the same time being 
efficient and expeditious. 

The Council is intended to serve as a forum for suggesting matters to which 
the Institute should give its attention and for reviewing and commenting upon 
endeavors which the Institute has undertaken. It is empowered to have commit- 
tees created and to make reports and recommendations to the Board. It is not 
empowered to speak for the Institute, nor to authorize expenditure of Institute 
funds. The Council will thus be dependent on the force of persuasion to make 
itself effective. If the Board exercises its power of appointment with vigor and 
cUligence, as it may be expected to do, the Coimcil can provide both guidance 
and strong public support for the efforts of the Institute. 

Sections 8 through 11 are housekeeping provisions, patterned after those in 
effect for comparable independent agencies already constituted by law. The 
prohibition in Section 9 on political activities applies to the Director and other 
staff members of the Institute. It would not prohibit persons who hold political 
office, for example a state governor, from being on the Board. Section 11 authorizes 
an appropriation, which must be provided through the normal budgeting and 
appropriating process. No figure is specified, but it is contemplated that the 
lastitute's budget would initially be on the order of $2 to $5 million annually 
and expanded thereafter, to a level of perhaps $25 to $50 million, as its program 
develops. 

TESTIMONY OP JTJDGE ROBERT H. HALL, ASSOCIATE JUSTICE, 
GEORGIA SUPREME COURT, ACCOMPANIED BY ROBERT D. EVANS, 
AMERICAN BAR ASSOCIATION GOVERNMENTAL RELATIONS 
OFFICE 

Mr. CoNYERS. You now know, after these several hours, where we 
are coming from, so the forum is yours. 

Judge HALL. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I had the pleasure of being 
with you at a rather frosty seminar in January out at Dulles Airport, 
if you recall. It is a pleasure to be here, and as you mentioned I am 
here representing the American Bar Association, which everyone is 
fairly well acquainted with, I'm sure. And I think it might be inter- 
esting to note that that association spends about 60 percent of its 
funds on programs dealing with the justice system. 

We have found that when we focus on these programs and activities, 
that the association has become increasingly aware, which I men- 
tioned in my written statement, first that we know very little about 
the functioning of the justice system (or systems, we should say), and 
second, the rather uncoordinated reform efforts that have been made 
over the years in reference to these systems. In other words, they are 
fragmented, as you well know. We have over 50 State systems, plus 
even several Federal systems. 
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In 1972, the executive director of the American Bar Association 
published a paper calling for the creation of an independent agency 
of the Government to coordinate justice research efforts. That got 
quite a bit of publicity within the bar, and the Association's then- 
president, Leon Jaworski, appointed a task force to look into the 
matter. The task force ui^ed that the matter be pursued. A commis- 
sion was finally appointed and has been in operation for several years, 
which I now chair. 

The commission has developed a bill, which is attached to my 
WTitten testimony, and I am just going to hit some of the high points 
of that particular bill. 

We want to emphasize, which I think has been brought out by 
several others here, the importance of not just having lawyers or 
judges coming up with ideas in this area; and our commission itself, 
as you will see, is an interdisciplinary commission composed of scholars, 
lawyers, judges, representatives of citizens groups, and what you might 
say are civic leaders in the various local communities. 

It is also important, as we note, that our proposal didn't spring 
from any criticism or even consideration of the LEAA program. In 
other words, it was an independent idea. We were concerned with the 
overall problem of the totality of justice in this country. 

Now, let me make the key points about our proposal to create a 
National Institute of Justice. 

The first is that we think it should be an independent agency. We 
think that a research agency should be structured so that it can estab- 
lish its own programs and set its o^vn priorities. 

Now, you have heard already, I thmk, that members of the social 
science research community, for example, feel somewhat nervous— 
perhaps that's not a good word—in associating themselves with an 
agency such as the Justice Department which is under the supervision 
of lawyers. 

And I can tell you as a member of a State court that most, if not 
all, of the State courts in the country look with considerable question 
at the idea of having a justice research body in the U.S. Department 
of Justice. In other words, you may recall historically—oh, I think 
it was in the 1930's—that Attorney General Cummings took the 
Administrative Office of the U.S. Courts out of the Justice Depart- 
ment. When the Federal Judicial Center was set up, it was outside 
the Justice Department. And we think it would be somewhat ironic 
to put an agency that is looking heavily at the State systems within 
the Justice Department. 

We recommend that the Institute be governed by a board of 
trustees appointed by the President. We think it is essential that it 
have an interdisciplinary, broad-based governing body, which would 
be actively involved in the structure and the activity of the research 
program. 

We set forth in my statement many reasons why we think a Presi- 
dontially appointed board would give us an impartial—I think this 
is very important—body to evaluate State and Federal justice 
methods, procedures, and systems. But the proposal that we have 
would give the Institute no authority whatever to impose standards. 
The impact of whatever recommendations it made would depend t»a 
the prestige of the Institute and its work. 
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And it would also give for the first time a unified look at both the 
State and the Federal systems. 

We think a third consideration is that the great bulk of researrh— 
and others today have said the same thing—should be performed by 
outside individuals and organizations, because we think this would 
utilize existing expertise, and we think this will foster diversity rather 
than result in some monolithic Federal bureaucracy. 

You will recall, I think. Justice Brandeis told us many years ago 
that the States, the 50 States, are our experiment stations where you 
can try out new ideas. And most of the innovative ideas that have 
occurred in the last—oh, I'd say 30 years—in my opinion have sprung 
from the States, such as merit selection of judges, unified court ad- 
ministration, discipline and removal of judges, and review of sentences 
by some sort of panel or appellate tribunal. 

We have also suggestea that other fimctions which the Institute 
might handle would be training and educational programs in the law, 
library, clearinghouse, information gathering, and so forth. 

The Institute as we propose it, of course, covers the totality of the 
justice system. That doesn't mean that other institutes will not e.xist 
and perform, but it would be a central agency to look at the entire 
system. 

In the last few months we have had discussions with Attorney Gen- 
eral Bell and others about how our proposal would relate to the present 
National Institute—NILE, I believe it is called—and other institutes 
which now exist. Now, the association hasn't adopted any official 
policy on this, but we have some thoughts that are in my statement 
that we wanted to share vdth you. 

The main thought is that if something is going to happen to LEAA— 
and it certainly looks like something is about to happen to LEAA— 
the jjresent institute within LEAA could be merged over into what we 
propose as a broad-based NIJ, and that the money that is currently 
m tiip LEAA institute could be used to fund the National Institute of 
Justice. 

We think, of course, that this should be a gradual thing. We are 
not talking about some great, monolithic bodv that would start off 
spending money like a drunken sailor, but would take the money and 
slowly build a fine institute. 

You will notice that we mention two components that we would 
suggest be under the institute. One is a Center for Justice Statistics, 
which would develop a data base on the justice system. The other is a 
(Center for Justice Evaluation, which would review the work products 
that are going on now. 

Mr. Chairman, you mentioned earlier, I think, about whether to 
have an additional study of the crime problem. I have noticed that 
practically all the studies are copied after the study that took place, 
I believe in the 1930'3. And my view on that would be no, no more 
studies, let's proceed. 

A second point is that we think some consideration should be given 
to the fact tnat institutes are springing up all over the Federal Gov- 
ernment. For example, wo now have the Institute for Juvenile Justice 
and Delinquency Prevention, the National Institute of Corrections, 
and others. And we raise the point of whether, if the National Institute 
of Justice is created, eventually the Congress may see fit to bring other 
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justice institutes in and use the NIJ as an umbrella agency, similar to 
the National Institutes of Health. As you know, they have cancer, 
heart, and so on. We are thinking here perhaps of juvenile, criminal, 
civil, administrative, and the like. 

Third, we have a statement on basic and applied research, and the 
only thing I would say there is we hope we wouldn't be locked in on 
the amount of money that would go for one or the other. 

Finally, in conclusion, I have a statement set out in my testimony 
which was made in 1974 by a former Governor of Georgia, who has 
now gone on to greater things, endorsing the idea of such an insti- 
tute. 

Mr. CoNYKRS. Maybe we should have had you as the first witness 
when these hearings starter!, because here you come now, Mr. Justice, 
\*-it}i a bill, as it were. Has this been introduced? 

Judge HALL. No, it has not. We have been working with the Attor- 
ney General, keeping him informed and waiting for the administra- 
tion to come around to see what they are going to do. 

Mr. CoNYERs. Well, the idea is appealing, just reacting in a little 
informal discussion that we should have now before we turn to our 
panel. 

Would the American Bar Association be involved in this in any way 
specifically if it came into being? 

Judge HALL. No, I don't think so, Mr. Chairman. That is the whole 
idea. The Bar Association can't do it; and you know as an attorney, 
and I'm sure you are familiar with the State legislature, when you 
come up \vith some bill that is a la\vyer's bill, it just frightens every- 
body to death. And the idea is that this body, 16 members, inter- 
disciplinarj', appointed by the President, would have the prestige and 
the respect and reputation to carry out an effective research function. 

Mr. CoNYERS. This would also be the official criminal statistic- 
gathering agency. 

Judge HALL. It could be, yes. And let me say one thing there, if I 
could, Mr. Chairman, that those of us who are in the judicial branch 
think it is very important not to split off and fragment the research; 
that is, the civil from the criminal, the administrative, and so on. Wo 
have been through this in reference to separate individual courts; for 
example, where you have a family problem and you have a court 
dealing with one aspect of it and another court dealing with another, 
and so on. 

Of course, we are all products of environment and our world, but 
the judges think that you have to have some sort of unification wath 
reference to research as to the justice system. 

Mr. CoNYERs. How do you react to the fear of mixing criminal with 
civil? Usually criminal gets pushed out the back door. 

Judge HALL. I don't think it would. 
Mr. CoNYERs. And the civil boys take over then, you know, and 

crime is relegated. You don't think that would be much of a problem? 
Judge HALL. NO. Of course, I am speaking as a judge, you under- 

stand, and as far as the judiciary is concerned, I don't think you can 
consider one mthout the other. That is my view. Whatever you do 
in one relates to the other, and vice versa. And this is true, Mr. Chair- 
man, of vour system of courts, your State and your Federal. We are 
constantly looking at one and not at the other, and so forth. 
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Mr. CovYiTBS. I am not to read man into it than I ought, but you 
don't maiuoa much about preventive activity and the social relation- 
hhtps to crime uid causation here. 

Judge HALL. I am not a researcher. 
Mr. CoHYEBs. Maybe that is whv you didn't mention any of these. 
Judge HALL. That is ri^t. But I think this is something obviously 

that the institute would look into. 
Mr. Co.N'YERs. Well, it is an intriguing proposition that hasn't 

been brought to us before, that we just move to a level of an inde- 
pendent organization by law. We have the whole problem of whether 
or not we'd be creating another body that would be caught up in 
bureaucracy or not, but that is always present. 

You would not destroy any of the functicms of the National Science 
Foundation or  

Judge HALL. Oh, no. 
Mr. CoNTBEs. Everything else remains in place, so that you are 

encouraging research activity from a broad area of organizations 
already in existence. 

Judge HALL. That is exactly right. 
As I mentioned—and I think the statement goes into detail—we 

would look on this body to be a funding agency for private and public 
groups that are already in existence. 

Mr, CONYEHS. Well, I thank you very much for joining us here, and 
I am sure i t is going to stimulate a lot of discussion. Do you have a 
couple of questions? 

Mr. SHAC'KXAI. First of all, Judge Hall and Mr. Evans, Mr. Scheuer 
asked me to express his appreciation to you for coming down and 
talking to the subcommittees this morning, and he left me before he 
went off to vote with a question he was very intent on having addresse<l 
to you. 

That is, is it accurate to say that your commission's National 
Institute of Justice proposal essentially describes a pass-through 
operation whereby Federal funds are to be granted as a lump sum 
Cayment to your institute which, in turn, will reallocate those funds, 
oth in contract and grant form, to worthy applicants? 
And the corollary to that is: Wouldn't the cost of this enterprise 

exceed that of having a current Federal agency with a similar advisory 
Htructuro and statutory independence carrying out this mission? 

Judge HALL. Well, no, I don't think it would. The statement goes 
into detail that this body would also do some research on its own, 
primarily evaluating what has been done by these various other 
agencies. 

I am not quite sure I get the point you are after, if you could hit it 
again. 

Mr. SiiACKNAi. I think in a sense Mr. Conyers raised this when he 
expressed a concern that another bureaucracy might be established. 
So your proposal essentially calls for another agency that would be 
allocated one lump sum by Congress in some sort of appropriation and 
iron, in turn, are going to grant that money out just as the institute 
las done over the years. And to a certain extent, we have seen the 

problems with that kind of operation. 
Judge HALL. First of all, you wouldn't have the bureaucracy because 

you wouUln't be doing most of the research in-house, and you wouldn't 
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be having all these Federal researchers, if you will pardon the 
expression. 

Second, you would have an independent agency and, of course, 
people have gone into the criticisms that now exist of the agency we 
are talking about. 

Mr. SHACKNAI. Don't we have independent agencies now? For 
instance, Dr. Shah's Center for Crime and Delinquency is within the 
Department of Health, Education, and Welfare, but I think, if I am 
correct, he would be the first to tell you that he has had very little 
political interference. So is it necessarily called for to have an inde- 
pendent body outside the structure of the Federal Government? 

Judge HALL. We in the court system talk many times about 
justice and the appearance of justice. And the appearance of research 
in the Justice Department frightens the State courts. 

Now, whether it is valid or not, I am just saying from the appear- 
ance standpoint it frightens thera. 

Mr. SHACKNAI. Well, I might add that I have heard a certain 
amount of skepticism—and I certainly have no opinion in my mind 
and I know Chairman Scheuer doesn't either—but there has been a 
certain amount of skepticism expressed by the research community 
in turning over an operation to a proposal that largely came out of a 
legal group. 

Judge HALL. I have to question that because it did not come out 
of a legal group. In other words, the commission is an interdisciplinary 
body, composed, as I mentioned in the beginning, of various—prac- 
tically any group you can mention. We tried to purposely avoid that. 

In fact, whatever judicial reforms we have been able to put through 
in Georgia, we have been able to do it usually over the opposition of 
judges and lawyers. 

So I am quite c^iizant of that feature. 
Mr. CoNYERS. Well, thank you very much. I appreciate your 

coming and presenting this solution, ana we are going to examine it 
carefully. 

I am sure that we will be in constant touch with you anyway. 
Judge HALL. Thank you, Mr. Chairmen. 
Mr. STOVALL. Mr. Chairman, would it be possible for the minority 

to make two inquiries of the gentleman? 
Mr. CoNYERS. How briefly can it be done, Minority Counsel? 
Mr. STOVALL. Very briefly. 
Mr. CoNYERS. All right. 
Mr. STOVALL. Justice Hall, would you envision the research commis- 

sion that you described getting involved with the LEAA type of project 
such as we have seen with the National Institute that we are discussing 
today? 

Judge Hall. I would doubt it. 
Mr. STOVALL. SO would you not be involved in hardware re- 

search  
Judge HALL. No question about that. 
Mr. STOVALL. SO my other question would be: What would you 

see as the specific length of research involving the area of the causes 
of crime and whether or not it would be involved in that type of 
activity? 
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Judge HALL. I would assume that it would be, although that is 
outside my field, and I couldn't go into detail of what they should 
do. But to give you a quick example, one of the most important 
fields in crime deals with sentencing, and a large amoimt of research 
is needed in this particular field. 

Mr. STOVALL. Have you established any priorities in the criminal 
research field that you'd be studying? 

Judge HALL. We have a list that we will furnish the conmuttee, 
not only of criminal but civil and administrative things that are not 
being done today, and that we think should be done. 

Mr. CoNYERS. I see our colleague from Pennsylvania is here, Mr. 
Ertel. 

Mr. ERTEL. Thank you, Mr. Justice. I was interested in your pro- 
Eosal. Pennsylvania had a Pennsylvania Crime Commission which 

asically had the same function as you suggest, but a State commission. 
Did you examine that in relation to your proposal? 

Judge HALL. Not that I know of. 
Mr. ERTEL. Because they had some problems with exactly what 

j'ou are talking about in delegating the research functions to other 
people and acting as a research and coordinating agency for the 
entire State. I was just wondering if you had related that to your 
proposal. 

Judge HALL. NO ; I'm sorry, we did not. 
Mr. CoNYERS. Thanks again. 
We close with our panel from the National Academy of Science's 

Committee on Research on Law Enforcement and Criminal Justice: 
Chairman Dr. Krislov, Dr. Blumstein, Dr. Schwartz, Study Director 
Dr. AVhite. 

We welcome you all again. 
Dr. KRISLOV. A member of our committee, Dr. Beryl Radin, 

happens to be in town and is joining us. 

TESTIMONY OF PANEL COMPOSED OP MEMBERS OF THE NATIONAL 
ACADEMY OF SCIENCE'S COMMITTEE ON RESEARCH ON LAW EN- 
FORCEMENT AND CRIMINAL JUSTICE: DR. SAMUEL KRISLOV, 
CHAIRMAN; DR. ALFRED BLUMSTEIN; DR. RICHARD SCHWARTZ; 
AND DR. SUSAN WHITE, STUDY DIRECTOR 

Mr. CoNYERS. What different views do you present to us today 
that distinguish your presentation from last week? 

Dr. KRISLOV. My understanding is that I would say about two 
words, and then we would answer questions in the light of the testi- 
mony of other people. 

I would like to just emphasize the commonalities between our testi- 
mony and everyone here today. That is, we believe it is very important 
that the Institute gain greater independence, that it have integrity 
and research programs that have integrity, as well as interconnections, 
that it not be short range, that quality control be improved. 

I think that has been a theme that echoed throughout the witnesses 
today, and I think you wUl probably want to explore the differences 
now in addition to those commonaUties that I think everyone agrees 
are absolutely necessary for a research program in this area. 
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Mr. CoNTEHS. Do anj' of your colleagues care to make an observa- 
tion? I would yield at this point in the event that you do. 

Dr. White. 
Dr. WHITE. I think that there are some areas that various members 

of the panel could comment on. For example, the testimony from the 
NIMH and NSF people on the relationship between basic and applied 
research, which I think pretty much reinforces what our report has 
stated. And there may be other areas also, particularly with respect 
to the basic organizational question that you have been discussing 
all morning. I don't know that we have an^ new statements to make 
about that. On the other hand, I think it is probably correct that in 
our testimony last week, while we responded to questions about that, 
we never really stated what our position was as a formal matter, and 
perhaps then for the record we could reiterate that. 

Mr. CoNTERS. Please do. 
Dr. KKISLOV. I think that we tend to the position that there is an 

important role for the Federal Government in an area that is dif- 
ferent from the basic research into causes of crime, and that a program 
like that ought to ejust within the Department of Justice ideally. As 
we indicated, if it turned out that that climate in your judgment is 
so hostile that it would not be productive, then there is an argument 
against that location. 

Basically that argument would run like this. I think the chairman 
developed this questioning verj- well with Saleem Shah, that there is 
an area of known research that has not been utilized, and that the 
only way in whicli we can assure that there will be good utilization is 
to have some linkup with the practitioner community. I think that is 
the argument, incidentally, against the totally independent operation. 
We want independence, but with linkups. 

^Vnd I will give you one example. The Ciime Commission itself and 
others since then have demonstrated, in a number of different ways, 
ways in which the court system could profitably save jurors' time, that 
is, not have this bull pen of people but telejihone call arrangements, 
and so on. 

There arc very practical anangements. There are also some practical 
problems. 

But the real obstacle is that the average court clerk just—he knows 
it exists but he doesn't want to be troubled to learn a new pattern. 

We were talking out in the halls and talking about your suggestion 
of 1 hour with the President. We have already had the presidential 
hour, and really the hour with the Attorney General, and maybe even 
with the States' attorneys general and chief justices. The problem is 
to get down to the practical level. And the tradeoff on the pure 
research idea and the independent model is: How do you communicate? 
How do you disseminate? 

Mr. CoNYEES. But that is what you should have been doing with 
that hour you had. That should have been the issue. I don't know 
what you did with vour hour. 

Dr. KRISLOV. I don't mean we—the country. That was a rhetorical 
"we." 

The President, I think, is not the one that needs convincing. That is 
the point I am making. It is the police lieutenants. It is at the level, 
I would say, of the shop foreman in the criminal justice industiy. 
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Mr. CoNTERS. You see, I didn't have any questions up until this 
point. This precisely defines the problem, Chairman Krislov. Who 
mfluences the lieutenant at precinct 13 in Detroit? Let's understand 
the reality. We are talking about cops as a political body these days. 
I mean they go way beyond their official influences. And that is why 
I have become impressed with this kind of reality. 

You know, the legislature notwithstanding, what government and 
civic textbooks say our function is—^you take 535 men and women 
who are rotating on some kind of basis, even to make it more complex, 
and ask them to spell out a national policy. It gets to be about what 
it turns out as you read the papers—very, very difficult. 

Now, I would like to invoke the good offices of the Chief Executive 
because until it starts at that level—nobody wants another study that 
is going to be useless, but nevertheless, a Presidential Crime Com- 
mission would allow us to focus on these questions in a way that you 
can't through the national legislature, that apparently can't be done 
through all of our research activities, that I think are appropriately 
spread throughout the system. There is no way to get a handle. 

Now, the problem is getting the attention of the right people in the 
law enforcement system. The subcommittees on judiciary and the 
various bodies are really not able to do it—a fleeting article in the press, 
a note on the evening television—there isn't really any other way to do 
it. And it seems to me we may be moving this away from a very 
important understanding to say, "Let's not bother the President; 
let's just wake up all these fellows that should be getting and using 
and benefiting through our knowledge." 

I know I have overstated your position, but let me ask you to reverse. 
Dr. KRISLOV. Let me reverse myself and agree with you. I will 

capitulate with you. It is our argument that it is the day-to-day 
operations of the Government that we wanted engaged with the fruits 
01 the institute. And just for that reason, we believe that this type of 
research ought to be integrated into the governmental structure. 

Mr. CoNTERS. Dr. Blumstein. 
Dr. BLUMSTEIN. Since you gave us the opportunity to fantasize 

with your suggestion of the hour with the President, I'd like to react 
to the fantasy I prefer, and that would be something like the oppor- 
tunity to send a truth squad on all the rhetoric that addresses the 
question of crime, and have an opportunity to interject in the rhetoric, 
in the rhetorical speeches, the fact when the rhetoric essentially 
contradicts and denies the fact. 

We see in so much of the rhetoric the invoking of myths and de- 
ceptions that we know not to be true if someone would only bother to 
find the facts and bring it to the person making the speech. 

We see lots of hidden assumptions, lots of claims that, "We will 
solve the problem of crime, cure the problem of crime, remove the 
causes of crime." 

Through the rhetoric, the public is given, in many cases, false 
hopes for something that is inherently not attainable and is led down 
a primrose path, that there is somewhere out where a silver bullet 
which we are just waiting for the researchers to find. And if we could 
only have that fantasized opportunity to inject some reality and some 
truth into the rhetoric, I think that would do us much more good 
than an hour or even a day with the President, 
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Mr. CoNYERS. That's a good point. 
Dr. Schwartz. 
Dr. SCHWARTZ. I am glad the chairman reversed himself on the 

issue of the hour with the President because I hate to disagree with 
my chairman, and I rarely do in this committee since he is a man of 
such excellent judgment. 

But I must say that your suggestion this morning was very stimu- 
lating in that it raised a dimension—I think you were trying to raise 
a dimension—that is diCBcult to find within the day-to-day activities 
and the year-to-year reports of the researchers. 

There is a question in this whole criminal justice area of the purpose 
that that criminal justice system is supposed to be serving, and I 
think we often, whether it is practitioners or researchers, lose sight 
of those purposes. We have committed ourselves to an open, free 
society, and part of the implication of that, increasingly emergent, 
is that that society will have to depend on a fuller measure of respon- 
sibility on the part of all of its citizens. 

The crime problem is a part, an important part, of that. Crime is a 
reflection to some extent of a failure of full responsibility on the part 
of citizens. 

My purpose at this point is not to allocate blame as to whether it is 
the residents of the ghetto who are subject to enormous deprivations 
who should bear responsibility, or whether it is those who make high 
policjy in economic matters, who impose those deprivations, who 
should bear the responsibility. I would rather try to make an affirma- 
tive point, that if the society is to deal with this problem and many 
of its other problems, and to respond effectively to the kind of challenge 
that is before us in our society, that Toynbee said in his historical 
studies would necessarily come to every society, that we have to find 
a way in which we can secure a greater degree of responsibility through- 
out the society. Failing that, we may well not be able to maintain the 
fabric of our free institutions. 

And it seems to me that a President—and I feel freer to say that 
during this administration than I might have been in another admin- 
istration—may well be able to set the moral tone which says, in effect, 
to those who are tempt«d toward criminal careers, "We intend to 
provide you with alternatives to those careers, and we will find out 
which are the most suitable alternatives for you; and at the same time, 
as we are trying to locate those alternatives which will make it more 
possible for you to assume a satisfying role of responsibility in the 
society, we want you to exercise restraint. And we will set the police- 
man there as a symbol of that restraint." The policeman must not be 
construed as a useless or odious element of our society, but quite the 
contrary, both the police and the prosecutors serve an important re- 
sponsibility, and if they understood their mission as one of underlining, 
emphasizing, and facilitating responsible behavior on the part of those 
who otherwise might be tempted to careers of crime, then it seems to 
me that they would, in the exercise of their discretion, be much more 
likely to behave themselves in a responsible way which would help 
to deal with the problem of crime. 

I think that that kind of moral leadership, once conveyed, partic- 
ularly with the kind of influence that the President can exercise, 
might well create a climate in which the communication of the re- 
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search results of which we speak, and which we continue to consider 
to be very important, would fall on more receptive ears and find its 
full utilization. 

Dr. KRISLOV. On a narrower point that I think arises out of Professor 
Schwartz eloquence, I think if the Attorney General, as reported, 
takes the position that he ought not have functions of this sort, that the 
missioa of the Attorney General in the Department of Justice is 
simply prosecutorial and law enforcement, it is missing an opportunity 
anu an imderstanding of the job, and perhaps Congi'ess ought to force 
him to have a research operation that goes broader and deeper, that is 
captured by the title oi comparable offices in other countries—the 
ministry of justice. It is the Department of Justice, not the depart- 
ment merely of prosecution or adjudication or administration. "Jus- 
tice" does imply some sort of inquiry as to the meaning and the 
purpose. 

I know from the chairman's question that he would resonate to that 
sort of appeal, which I don't think is just sententious. I think it is verj- 
real that the Attorney General ought to be asking, "What are the 
effects?" not merely automatically applying the laws. 

Speaking of previous administrations, I can't believe that it is be- 
cause the Institute was in Justice that certain Attorneys General were 
unfaithful to their tasks. On the contrary, I think if they had been more 
research-oriented, they would have realized that there was something 
more than their day-to-day advantage at stake in the whole operation. 

Mr. CoNYERS. Well, both your statements are, I think, very 
profound. 

Dr. Schwartz, I appreciate the way you formulated your thoughts 
on the question that brings us here. 

You know, since the last time you were here, ladies and gentlemen, 
a very small incident occurred in my community in Detroit. A 17-year- 
old merit scholar who worked at a gasoline station from 4:30 in the 
evening until 12:30 at night, who rode his 10-speed bicycle back into 
his neighborhood one night, last Thursday was senselessly beaten into 
unconsciousness. Somebody called the emergency unit. And he was 
right in his own neighborhood and the gas station happened to be 
several miles away. And his 10-speed bicycle was not taken; his money 
was not taken. And I talked to the mother of that child. And it has been 
reallv bothering me in a way that all of these pei-sonal acts of violence 
will bother all of us. 

And then I began reading the newspaper accounts in the New York 
area of this killer who wantonly shoots at couples, apparently parked 
in their cars. And, of course, it is not that this is the first time a kid was 
ever set upon by other youths or that people have been shot at in their 
cars. There is always that possibility that these matters get overblown 
and lead us to false conclusions. But yet, there is a disturbing phe- 
nomenon of this wanton violence that probably results in citizens and 
even law officers overreacting, "Boy, if we could get our hands on those 
punks." "Boys, if we could get this sick guy that is sitting around tak- 
ing potshots at people and making everybody's life more dangerous." 

And somehow I think your point is that if they understood their 
mission more, it almost defines the point of all of our research—to try 
to get people to understand their missions more. And our deeper job, 
legislators and professionals as you all are, is to make this a more 
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understandable objective: How do we get people to understand their 
missions more? 

Maybe it includes the President of the United States, with all due 
respect. 

Perhaps if he could see that his mission can succeed much more than 
all of the hearings, if the Scheuer-Conyers hearings went on every 
week throughout the remainder of the year and the Kennedy hearings 
in the other body went on—so what? Perhaps the President redefining, 
perhaps the Attorney General beginning to understand his mission 
with a clearness that will lead us to begin to inspire, others to under- 
stand their mission so it gets down to the precinct commander in 13 
on the west side of Detroit, that it gets to the teachers in our school 
system, and that ultimately the parents and the children and citizens— 
that we break down these laws that separate researchers from law 
enforcers from legislators from prosecutors from U.S. attorneys, et 
cetera. 

And I think that our discussion, superficial as it may be, is helping 
at least me and hopefully members on our committees to preceive our 
role as something more than just writing laws or deciding how the pie 
is to be allocated. I think it goes much further than that, and I think 
to that extent you have been incredibly helpful, and that even more 
excitingly the roles that we may play together in interacting in the 
future can become important. 

I don't think it's fantasy that we could call upon the President for a 
small amount of his time on a subject of this enormity. I don't think it 
would be out of order for us to sit with the Attorney General of the 
United States with some of you who have honored these subcommit- 
tees with your testimony. I think it would be extremely important in 
terms of not only formulating a resolution to the immediate small 
question in front of us, but helping us to see beyond this piece of 
legislation or this role of this agency into this larger question. 

I think you all have been verv helpful. I have been made very 
proud by my colleague from New York whose subcommittee has gone 
into this matter even before my own could get to it. I think that our 
coming together in joint fashion is a good sign, and I feel very helpful 
and inspired by your words. 

Are there other members of the committee that have an observation? 
Mr. ERTEL. I haven't an observation. I have been asked to ask a 

couple of questions of Dr. White. Would you detail your criticism of 
the research grants of the institute? Specifically, what are the findings 
of your reviews? 

br. WHITE. The findings—in our testimony we have a set of sum- 
mary statements which I can refer you to. We used four basic criteria, 
and on those criteria, which are quality, usefulness, cumulativeness of 
the research, and administration, we have a set of separate findings 
in each. 

Would you Uke me to go into that further? 
Mr. CoNYERS. If the gentleman would jneld, he was not present at 

the hearings earlier, and that is why he probably wasn't aware of that. 
Mr. ERTEL. That's fine. I will read those and that will take care 

of my problem. 
And I was interested in Dr. Schwartz' statement that basically 

what I think you are saying is to set a model for people to follow to 



establish responsibility. But how do you set that model and review it 
in relation to what we see in the press and what the portrayal is, which 
is a nonmodel. Many times, as a result of the press and the media, 
people feel that there is no need for responsibility, that, in fact, we 
may be engendering a society where anything goes or anything can be 
gotten away with. 

You suggest maybe the presence of a model responsibiUty. How do 
you square that or how do you do that in a free society? 

Dr. SCHWARTZ. Oh, I think it's all the more important for there to 
be models of responsibility in a free society. 

Mr. ERTEL. How do we counterbalance those against other models 
which are irresponsibility? 

Dr. SCHWARTZ. I think it is important for us to analyze the reasons 
for what we label irresponsibihty. I don't want to belabor these hearing 
with an elaborate sociological explanation, but let me allude briefly 
to the mode of analysis developed oy Emil Dirkheim, a French sociolo- 
gist, who in some sense is the founder of the field. 

He emphasized the importance of what he described as anomie, a 
state of normlessness, in which it is not clear to people what their 
moral responsibility is. He said that society was the only agency that 
could effect this sense of responsibility, and that it had to do it, in the 
first place, by meeting the problem of limitless aspirations, that is to 
say, of providing each category of iadividual in the society with a 
reasonaole expectation of what they could get from life. 

Now, this nas sometimes been, in my opinion, misinterpreted to 
mean that he was calhng for some system of caste or classes. He was 
not. What he was saying was that there ought to be some kind of a 
reasonable expectation of what one could expect from life, and that the 
society then, given that kind of expectation, had a responsibility to see 
to it that there was a fair opportunity for attaining those goals. 

Now, it seems to me that a great deal of the malaise in our society 
is consequent upon our, on the one side, holding out limitless aspira- 
tions for everybody without differentiation witliin the society, not 
setting a very clear set of guidelines by which one would compete for 
those goals, and most importantly, consigning to the ash heap those 
people who lose out in the race, making it seem to them as if they 
are worthless, depriving them of any hope of human dignity. 

Our society needs, in my opinion, to be based on the aclmowledge- 
ment of the human dignity of all of its members. There lies the key 
problem. And it seems to me the criminal justice system can play 
a very imj)ortant part in that. Perhaps the element that has been 
lacking in the effort at rehabilitation has been the failure to conceive 
that the real task was to try, in the first place, to avoid the necessity 
of rehabilitation by giving all people some sense of their basic human 
dignity. ^Vnd then if it turns out that rehabiUtation is necessary, 
shaping that rehabilitation in such a way as to cope with the sense 
of meaninglessness and the sense of lack of dignity and the stigma that 
has been imposed, correcting for that by providing a real opportimity 
for the individual to come back in as a useful member of society. 

Mr. ERTBL. I understand what you say, but the question is: How 
do you practically resolve that in a society where everybody aspires 
to be President of the United States, or at least is led to believe that, 
in a free society, a society where everyone supposedly has the oppor- 
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tunity to be the wealthieet kid on the block or the wealthiest person 
in town? 

How do you set goals in a realistic sense for those individuals without 
destroying that part of our society which at least we pretend or think 
every person is equal to accomplish? 

Because I don't see, when you say that people talk about this as 
putting people into castes—quite frankly, it sounds to me like that is 
what it IS, the English system, in a sense, of stratifying society and 
expecting only to rise to the upper position within your class or 
within that society. 

Now, I'd like to know how you are practically going to do that if, 
No. 1, it is a real solution, and No. 2, it is desired in a society like ours. 
I'd like to hear that answer, if you will, please. 

Dr. ScHWAKTZ. That is a large question. I will try to answer it. 
I think we must provide genuine equal opportunity for achievement 

by all of the memoers of our society without regard to accidents of 
birth. But at the same time, to the extent that we hold that kind of 
opportunity open to increasing segments of our population, as we 
have, I think, nobly done in this era, we must recognize that puts 
increasing pressure on those who do not make it by the social definition. 

And I think we have to devote attention to the ways in which we 
can provide dignity and a useful place in life for those who don't get 
to the Congress or to the presidency. 

I think there are ways of doing this. The research literature has 
focused to a considerable extent on the problem of alienation, the 
familial and community conditions and economic conditions which 
have contributed to it, and the beginnings of solutions that have been 
found for it. But I think we need more research of this kind. 

However, in light of the subject of the committee hearings let me 
reemphasize that I think an important part of that approach to the 
problems of our society is to be found along the way in the more 
effective development of our criminal justice system, because it is an 
agency of the society which sees the failures and the low morale of 
people as they occur. 

I have seen friendly police who have made an enormous difference 
in not bringing a kid prematurely into the justice system, so they will 
not be stigmatized, which stigma could develop into a self-fulfilling 
prophesy. 

I have seen prosecutors who have been very imderstanding and who 
have said, "You have a great life ahead for you. If you will only 
straighten yourself out, we will drop the charges." 

I am a friend of an excellent judge in the Buffalo area who, alarmed 
at the recidivism rate that he sees in his own courtroom, has decided 
to have 5 or 10 people, instead of their being sentenced or assigned to 
the probation department, come back to talk with him, because he 
wants to find out more about their problems and thinks perhaps his 
knowledge as a judge and his authority in that position may help 
them to overcome that. 

He knows he is doing that on an experimental basis, but my puess 
is he may just succeed. If he succeeds, will we learn about it? Will we 
be able to make it more than just an idiosyncratic incident that Judge 
Joseph Mattina is responsible for? Neither he nor I would like to see 
that happen. We'd like to study what he does, and are in fact in the 
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insight that he has provided. Because ii they succeed in that kind of 
effort, they may turn people who otherwise would be drains on the 
State and dangerous to the citizenry into useful and happy members 
of society. And that is what I think we are trying to do in much of the 
criminal justice research that we have pursued. 

Mr. ScHEUER. Professor Schwartz, can I ask you and the rest of the 
panel to give us your reactions to the ABA proposal. 

Dr. KRISLOV. Let me start. 
My feeling is that it is premature. All of mv research is on the civil 

court side, so I natively would be expected to jump up and yell, 
"Hear." But I have great fears that what you will get will be rather 
weak research, insipid research, establishment research, that comes out 
of it. 

It seems to me that one great advantage of the focus on criminal 
i'ustice and the one that we try to bring the Institute back to is that it 
las a clear goal, and that you can test whether it succeeds or fails. 

I think the type of institute that the ABA proposes is not objec- 
tionable. I'd rather have it than nothing. But I see nothing other 
than dilution of good research coming out of it. 

Mr. ScHEUER. For what M'ould it be a substitute? 
Dr. KRISLOV. As it is proposed, it would clearly supplant the 

Institute of Criminal Justice right at the beginning. And I think 
that focus is premature, as I say. It would be promising something 
that largely would not be delivered and is undeliverable. 

I think for the day-to-day improvements that they are talking 
about, the Federal Judicial Center is quite adequate at this point. 
If we advance, if we build a research community there, and if we 
manage to build a decent research community in the criminal justice 
area, I think we will be doing very well in the society for the next 
20 years. 

Maybe that is too pessimistic a view. 
But I think the ABA proposal would dilute that effort right at the 

beginning. 
It has one advantage that I see: a dramatic new start might be an 

advantage. I do share the skepticism that was suggested by your 
staff director, that the Institute necessarily would start out under 
strong connections with ABA. The role of the Attorney General in 
the ABA is not a secret. And progenitors and parents have great 
influence at the beginning. 

I don't think that the ABA is the best auspices either, and it 
certainly would not be an advantage—I'm not worried about the 
research community because I think it is now in fairly good shape 
and is coming along, but I don't think the ABA would be useful m 
dissemination. I don't think it would be useful with regard to the 
public. At the same time, I think promoting better justice and those 
goals of the ABA, which I think are desirable, are best served outside 
of Government in order to have credibility. And the American Bar 
Foundation is doing quite good work. I would hate to see it 
nationalized. 

Mr. SCHEUER. Aiwbody else? Professor Blumstein. 
Dr. BLUMSTEIN. If I may add that I think Mr. Shacknai's ques- 

tions targeted on the key proposal. The key proposal is for creating 
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a national institute. It would essentially have the same grant-griviug 
power. We agree with the desire for independence. I am most skeptical 
that the Congress would at all sit still for what Mr. Shacknai called 
a pass-through agency, essentially transmitting $30 million to an 
agency outside Government which would then disseminate that $.30 
million or the great bulk of that $30 million elsewhere, and the ques- 
tion he raised about the ABA auspices that Professor Krislov com- 
mented on I think would indeed be of great concern. 

So I think the desire for independence is something we did speak 
to and agree with. The resolution of that by the solution of taking it 
away from Justice—and we feel the program in Justice must be 
strengthened—taking it away from Justice seems to be too drastic a 
piece of sui^ery; and I also would think it is quite unrealistic in terms 
of whether the Congi-ess would be willing to go along with in any 
event. 

Dr. WHITE. I'd just like to add one thing. 
We have proposed an advisory board that would be statutorily 

established with a mix of researchers and practitioners. And we would 
like it underscored that we think if that is established properly, you 
could insulate an institute from pressures that were inappropriate, 
even within an operating agency such as the Department of Justice. 

Obviously, it is somewhat speculative to make that statement since 
there aren't a lot of examples floating around. But the one that one 
fan point to is the National Scienre Board of the National Science 
Foundation; 1 think, even though NSF does come before the Congress 
and answers questions about individual projects, basically the National 
Science Board is an effective shield from inappropriate sorts of 
demands and short-term kinds of demands for the National Science 
Foundation. And this is the sort of thing that we are proposing for 
protection to the extent it needs protection. 

Mr. ERTEL. If the gentleman will yield, I am a bit concerned about 
what you arc talking about. Shielding from pre.ssures—what pressures? 
Because in this society we elect in this particular instance Congress 
to make decisions. That is a decisionmakmg body. Everywhere we go 
there is a decisionmaking body. There is somebody who has to make a 
decision. If that is what you mean by pressure, I don't understand 
that, because we have nothing pure, whether it is in science or any- 
where else. 

Dr. WHITE. True. 
Mr. ERTEL. And I have been in the scientific field and the law field 

both. 
Dr. WHITE. I don't disagree with you at all. I think accountability 

is a very important part of what we are talking about. In fact, that is 
one of the main reasons why the committee concluded that the In- 
stitute should not be removed entirely from the Department of Justice, 
because that is where the proper community is. And no one is suggest- 
ing, either, that the Congress should not ask questions of account- 
ability for the use of the money. 

What we are saying is that a research program has certain require- 
ments for long-term stability, and if it is constantly asked to produce 
on a yearly basis, or whatever, it can't do that. You are asking them to 
j)erform in a way they can't perform. 
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Mr. EBTEL. We can ask yon what yoa are drang. We can ask you 
how you are coming. We can ask you what your results are at that 
time. We can evaluate what your objectives are and your methods of 
reaching them. We can disagree with you and we can stop that if we 
think your methods are inappropriate. 

We have the same kind of thing in any ^scientific field, for example, 
<levelopment of atomic weapons—we make those judgments all the 
time. 

Now, we take advice of scientists and we evaluate. It seems to me 
when I keep hearing 3'ou, you don't want to have those evaluations 
and those judgments made, and that is our responabihty. 

Dr. WHITE. I'm sorn.-; I am not disagreeing with you. In fact, our 
historical discussion of what has happened to the Institute sp>eaks just 
to the kind of points you are raising. We are not disagreeing with you. 
We are talking, however, about the sort of tempo that this kind of 
oversight should have. 

Dr. KRISIX>V. But you also, I take it, would not argue that indi- 
vidual congres'^mcn should lobby for a particular research project that 
has been held to be, by people who are adequately trained in research 
design, as simply hopeless. And tho.se things do happen. We are talking 
about those pres.sures, the day-to-day pressures on individual deci- 
sions, not on the social priorities question, where I believe Congress 
has the oversight, and I think the committee agrees. 

Mr. ERTEL. Well, I happen to vary a little bit with what you say 
because, you see, you have made yourself the final judge of that Con- 
gressman who looks for the project which is totally useless. You hav& 
made yourself the judge of that. There is a place for rea.sonable men 
to differ in this world, and maybe that man differs. You may decide 
that that is totally hopeless-. I have seen people work on things which 
are totally hopeless, and they turn out pretty decentlj-, and I think 
you have, too. Now, somebody is making judgments, and what j^ou 
are telling me is who makes the final judgment. 

Dr. KRISLOV. You arc saying "me," though we are an operating 
unit. 

Mr. ERTEL. YOU made that conclusion. You said that. 
Dr. KRISI.OV. At some point wc will have to argue with that. When 

the Nebraska Legislature decided, for purposes of convenience, from 
now on pi equaled .3, at .some point we'd have to agree they were 
going beyond their competency. 

In the social sciences, in particular, it gets pretty tricky. 
Mr. EuTEL. It is also very tricky in the sciences. When Einstein 

came up with the theory of relativity, there was nothing like that in 
existence. 

Dr. KRISLOV. But pretty quickly accepted, I might point out. 
Mr. ERTEL. But resisted by many classical physicists. 
Dr. KRISLOV. But ultimately it was not the U.S. Government who 

decided about the theory of relativity but people who ought to know. 
But 1 snv, as long ns it is within the gray area, you leave it to the 
people who manage the program or get r'u\ of them. If you have day- 
to-day interference of the kind I don't think you are in favor of but 
which might be inferred from your language, you will not have people 
working for you who have integrity. That is to say, managers will mak& 
errors in that giay area, but you have to insulate those managers wdtb 
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s system, by the "way, that includes responsible checks and says, 
"here is the system. Here is the method by which judgments are made. 
And we are not going to change the rules just because the Senator 
from Minnesota says to." 

I think ultimately that has to be run that way, with the accounta- 
bility being a long-range one, not on a piece-by-piece basis. 

Let me give my own opinion on Senator Proxmire's efforts in NSF. 
Laudable as the long-range purpose might be, when he singles out 
individual projects and attacks them—and this is strictly personal— 
I think there are veiy real problems with that. I have seen summaries, 
let's say, of Shakespear's plays, and they all sound ridiculous, or if 
you pick up the TV show summaries, they all sound ridicidous. You 
can't tell whether, in fact, it is a great work of art or something that 
was written m about 5 minutes. 

And the sme thing tends to be true about research projects. Unless 
you are into it, there are weaknesses. 

Now, that doesn't mean that there aren't bad managers or incompe- 
tent managers or bad scientists. And we say that Congress ought to, 
as well as in this instance the Attorney General, look at the program 
as an entirety and from time to time demand accountability, but it 
is a mistake to do this with individual projects—bad judgment can be 
manifested in individual ])rojcct:-;, but it is more properly judged by 
the program as a whole. And that is intelligent science management. 

Now, when you are talking about a decision to develop the atomic 
bomb or something like that of $5 bilUon, where major social commit- 
ments are given, then you can't do that, you can't afford to do that. 

Mr. CoNYERS. Dr. Schwartz, did you nave a comment to our col- 
league's question? 

Dr. SCHWARTZ. Very much along the lines of Professor Krislov. 
Let me just underline that perspective. 
I think that one of the reasons for our favoring the location of this 

research entity within the Department of Justice, within the Govern- 
ment at any rate, is that we think it is important that research be re- 
sponsive to national needs, and that there be created both an executive 
and a legislative liaison. And the statutory advisoiy board would be 
presumably an instrument of that, plus the regular hearings that 
would be held, both intradepartmentally and with the Congress. 

Those arrangements are comparable to the ones that have already 
been developed by the National Institutes of Health, the National 
Science Foundation, and other entities that are within the Federal 
Government. 

I thinlc wc have discovered in this country a way of administering 
Federal support for scientific research that constitutes a very precious 
discovery. We know that it has to be somewhat independent in order 
to get high-quahty research. We know that when there is interference 
in specific research projects in pursuit of particularl political needs, 
that the quahty of the research, and therefore of what 1 might grandi- 
osely call the national intelligence, may be diminished. 

We can point to caricatures of this process, for instance, in the Soviet 
intervention in biological research in the Soviet Union. 

I do that only because it seems to me to represent the polar o]ipo.site 
of what we have discovered. We have a scientific research approach at 
the Federal level which makes it possible for a man like Richard At- 
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Jcinson or Saleem Shah, both highly respected scholars in their own 
field, to take a significant j)Osition as administrator in those research 
areas without in any way demeaning their scientific reputation. Their 
colleagues respect what they do, and they turn to them with good 
ideas, with a willingness to carry out the research that is needed. 

If the research is unduly subject to specific project interventions by 
the Congress or by anyone else, it seems to mc that there is a genuine 
danger that that advantage would be wiped out. And I think that the 
•consequences of a failure of a Federal research effort, given the enor- 
mous needs that we have for intelligence, for sound information, for 
correcting our ideological misapprehensions, is enormous. It is one of 
the major things we need in this .society. We already have a substan- 
tial amount of it. We have discovered how to get more of it. 

And I put to you that the proper course to follow in the criminal 
justice area is to learn from our succes.ses in other areas, such as NIMH 
and NSF, and go ahead and adopt that same model within the Depart- 
ment of Justice. 

Mr. ScHEUER. So you have no reservations about insulating your 
research model within the Department of Justice from untoward 
political pressures and the exigencies of a mission-oriented agency? 

Dr. ScmvARTz. I agree with what Professor Krislov has said, that it 
would be a shame to try to locate a national institute of law enforce- 
ment in the Department of Justice if the atmosphere there were hostile. 
But if it is favorable, when it seems to me that that elTort should be 
made. I do not think that the role of the Attorney General precludes 
the development of a sound research function. On the contrary, I 
think that role can be accom])lished far more eflectively if he has a 
research arm available to hira. 

Mr. ERTEL. If I may on that point, didn't Dr. Blumstein say that 
the signofF authority of the LEAA has caused political interference 
within the Institute? 

Dr. BLUMSTEIN. Yes. 
Mr. ERTEL. Then why do you recommend it be in the Attorney 

General's office? 
Dr. BLU.MSTBIN. We do recommend that it be in the Department of 

Justice. 
Mr. ERTEL. That is the Attorney General's office. 
Dr. BLUMSTEIN. And that the Director of the Institute has the 

signofT authority on the grants. 
One of the points made in Dr. wShah's testimony was that, in effect, 

he has the signoff authority on his grants, that indeed authority to 
countermand those decisions may exist above, but that is an act of 
exception rather than a standard procedure of clearing all grants with 
the higher atlniinistrative authority. 

The issue of pressure might be better characterized by distinguisliing 
between long-term pressure to make sure that the program is relevant, 
is addressing social needs—and I think our entire committee was 
quite supportive of the need for long-terra pressure. 

The problem is short-term pressure wnich one might otherwise 
characterize as harassment. If there is harassment, you are not going 
to get good quality people participating in the process, and you are 
not going to get good research, and you will uvdeed get facts that may 
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tend to support the political position of the harasser, but that is not 
the national intelligence we need. 

Dr. RADIN. I simply want to note that any location has costs. There 
is no perfect location for this kind of enterprise. But we are very con- 
cemea that the research be in a position where it can inform decision-: 
makers. And it cannot do that if it is further removed from a public 
agency as a public entity. 

Mr. ScHEUEK. Well, we can't thank you enough for your very, very 
thoughtful and helpful testimony. 

[The prepared statement of this panel follows:] 

STATEMENT OF THE  COMMITTEE  ON  RESEARCH  ON  LAW ENFORCEMENT AND 
CRIMINAL JUSTICE, NATIONAL ACADEMY OF SCIENCES 
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Donald Campbell, Department of Psychology, Northwestern University. 
Donald Deskins, Department of Geography, University of Michigan. 
Eugene Eidenberg, Vice-Chancellor, University of Illinois at Chicago Circle, 
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Malcolm Feeley, Yale Law School, Yale University. 
Jack Gibbs, Department of Sociology, University of Arizona. 
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International Telephone & Telegraph Corp. 
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Gary Koch, Department of Biostatistics, University of North Carolina. 
Beryl Radin, The LBJ School of Public Affairs, The University of Texas at 
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.Simon Rottenberg, Department of Economics, University of Massachusetts. 
Richard Schwartz, School of Law, State University of New York at Buffalo. 
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Coleman Young, Mayor, City of Detroit. 
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Michael A. Rossetti, Research Assistant. 
Juanita Rubinstein, Research Assistant. 
Paulette M. Holmes, Administrative Secretary. 
Dorothy £. Jackson, Administrative Secretary. 

I.   INTRODUCTORY  REMARKS 

I am pleased to be able to present testimony at this Hfaring on behalf of the 
National Academy of Science's Committee on Research on Law Enforcement and 
Criminal Justice, which I chair. Two of my colleagues on the Committee—Alfred 
Blumstein and Richard Schwartz—are also here today, a.s are three members of 
the staff—Susan White, Fredrica Kramer, and Michael Rossw-tti. A list of the 
complete membership of the Committee is attached; you will notice that it reflects 
a wide range of perspectives and diverse areas of academic and professional 
expertise. 

This Committee was established by the National Acarlomy of Sciences in 
September, 197.5 (under contract with the Law Enforcement .Assistance Admin- 
istration) to undertake an evaluation of the research program of the National 
Institute of Law Enforcement and Criminal Justice. The Committee has com- 
pleted its final report. A few prepublication copies are availal>le for your use and 
final publication is scheduled for September, 1977. Our testimony is largely 
excerpted from that report. 
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II.   THE   COMMITTEE'S  tlAJiVAT% 

The charge to the Academy was as follows: to "convene a Committee of recog- 
nized scholars representative of the various disciplines that ciiaracterise the field of 
research in crime and criminal justice and in particular the program of research 
sponsored by National Institute of Law Enforcement and Criminal Ju;?tice" and 
'^scss the research funded to date, identifying aroas of relative strengths and 
weaknesses." But our initial survey of Institute projects clearly showed that the 
National Institute of Law Enforcement and Criminal Justice L« not and never has 
been strictly a research and development operation. It also funds model programs, 
demonstrations, training programs, impact evaluations, data archives, and a.seriea 
of publications designed to disseminate ideas for LEA.\ action programming. This 
variety of functions was mandated by Congress in a clear attempt to connect the 
Institute's work to the overall action mission of LEAA, and especially to the 
efforts of State Planning Agencies to mount effective programs in the states. 

The Committee found it necessary to delineate 13 categories of funding in order 
to provide a comprehensive description of the Institute's over-all program. These 
categories are: research, evaluation, data collection, hardware development, soft- 
ware, dissemination, innovation, training, demonstrations, technical assistance, 
standards, feasibility studies, and fellow.^hips. 

In short, the Committee's mandate—to evaluate a research program—itself 
obscured the variety of responsibilities which the Institute has borne. As the 
Committee's task became more complicated, therefore, we were forced to confront 
the same complexity of tasks with which the Institute has had to deal throughout 
its history. 

III.   NATTTRE  OF  TBE  EVALUATION 
A. Criteria 

In the Committee's view, there are four broad criteria that should be applied 
to such a program. First, a judgment must be made about the quality of the 
research that the Institute has funded. This requires looking at both the products 
of the research and the design of individual projects. Second, the usefulness of the 
program must be assessed. What kind of impact has the program made? What are 
its successes and (inevitably) failures? Where does the progiam stand in terms of 
meeting social priorities? 

Beyond the.se two obvious criteria are two others that have more to do with 
managerial competence. First, there is the question of cumulating knowledge. Has 
the Institute succeedetl in developing a program in which research products build 
on one another—or is the program repetitive and haphazard, with no continuity 
of planning toward objectives? Second, how competent is the administration of 
the program? Has the Institute developed effective strategies for obtaining quality 
research? Is it playing a significant leadership role in our society's efforts to cope 
with crime problems? 
B. Data sources 

In its effort to evaluate the Institute's programs, the Committee has relied on 
the wide range of perspectives and diverse areas of academic and professional 
expertise represented among its membership. Recognizing that the questions posed 
above are both important and difficult to answer, the Committee has made use 
of three different means of developing the information needed to provide the 
answers. 

The first kind of information came from interviews with a number of individuals 
who have been involved in developing the Institute's program over the years, or 
have been in key positions to observe that development. (These included most 
current professional personnel, some individuals who formerly held critical 
positions in the Institute or LEAA, and some major LEAA administrators and 
Department of Justice personnel; observations were also obtained from respon- 
dents to a mail questionnaire sent to all individuals listed by the Institute as 
having served it in an advisory capacity; and finally. Committee members received 
informal comments from their colleagues about experiences with the Institute.) 
The information obtained by this means provided first-hand knowledge of current 
Institute operations, from general planning down to funding procedures, and of 
various historical c\'ents and practices. It also providefi diverse perspectives on 
the Institute, on LIC.\A, and on their relationship over the years. 

The second kind of information came from direct exchanges between Com- 
mittee members and current Institute staff and contractors. Conferences were 
held on evaluation, on technology transfer, and on the technology program. These 
are special Institute functions that absorb significant shares of its resources. 
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•Subcommittees rr.n with all staff of the Office of Evaluation, of the Office of 
Technology Transfer, and of the Advanced Technology Division. In addition, a 
subcommittee held three daj's of conferences with representatives of major tech- 
nology contractors: The Mitre Corporation, The Aerospace Corporation, the Law 
Enforcement Stfmdards Laboratory of the National Bureau of Standards, and the 
Department of the Army's project on light-weight body armor. These sessions 
produced both first-band accounts of the kinds of work being done iu these areas 
.and valual)le exchanges of views between Committee members and Institute staff. 

The third kind of information came from reading a sample of the Institute 
grants and contracts files. The Committee decided that it needeil to develop its 

•own indeponflent knowledge of the Institute's program by examining as many 
Institute awards as possible. It was decided that the files woulrl provide the widest 
range of information about each award, from proposal to final report, and about 
Institute procedures. Since there was neither time nor resources to esiunine every 
file, a sample of awards was drawn. The sample wa« stratified by year and dollar 
amount, so that the large awards were over-represented; this was done on the 
assumption that the areas of large resource commitments required, and deserved, 
the closest examination. With few exceptions each file was read by at le.ost two 
•evaluators including, (in most cases) at least one (and usually two) Committee 
members. 

In order to make the review of files as systematic as possible, a set of instru- 
ments was developed covering the thirteen categories of Institute funding (see 
p. IV-2 abcve). The ijistruments, some of which are printed ia Appendix D2, in- 
cluded questions common to each as well as questions designed to assess the 13 
specific areas. The questions provided for detailed coverage of the kinds of issues 
that the Committee felt should be part of each file record to indicate that Institute 
staS had recoguized these issues and accorded them appropriate attention. These 
issues included, for example, conceptualizivtion and dtrsigu, u.sefulness, adequacy 
of funding, significance, and contribution to knowledge building. Each file re- 
viewed was assigned to one principal category but instruments representing other 
relevant categories were also applied in each case. 

The reading of grants and contracts files provided the Committee with a rich 
«upply of information about the Institute's research program—information which 
coulrl not have been gotten in any other way. The process of "comparing notes" 
on the ba.«is of this common experience proved invaluable for ('ommittee delibera- 
tions, and much of the ass<>ssnient that follows is drawn from Committee discus- 
8ion.s of the grants and contracts files. A note of methodological caution is in order, 
however. The Committee makes tio statistical inference's fronv the sample tha.t 
•can or should be construed as applying to the entire population of Institute awards. 
While our sample was trawn in an unbiased manner, its (intended) stratificatioa 
prevents it from being strictly "representative" iu a statistical sense. The sample 
is a large cut from the population (138 of 801), however, and provides a solid base 
for a close and detailed study of the kind of program that has been funded by the 
Institute. 

IV. FINDINGS 

The major findings of the evaluation can be described ia terms of the researcb 
program itself and in terms of the history of the Institute. Both are presented in 
brief below. 
A. Program evaluation 

Quality.—The quality of Institute-funded research is not high, and much has 
been mediocre. Of the sample projects reviewed by ("oininittec members, most 
could be labeled neither failures nor successes. Program weaknesses are, in our 
opinion, primarily the result of .i lack of attention to research design and of related 
administrative failings. The phenomenon of the weak project occurred often 

•enough to prompt grave concern over quality control in Institute procedures. 
Utefulnefs.—'Tho usefulness of the Institute's work is more problematic to 

A.ssess, in part because there have been few attempts to tliscover whether or not 
Institute products are in fact being used. The information that has come to the 
Committee from staff of State Plarming Agencies (SPAs) and other potential con- 
sumers, although admittedly limited, clearly indicates that little cf the material 
<iisseminated by the Institute is used in planning or program development by 
•either SPA statT or practitioners. Furthermore, in assessing individual projects, 
Committee members found few that deserved high ratings fcr usefulness. 
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Curmdalue research.—A major criterion of effectiveness of progranimatic re- 
warch Ls ita contribution to building a coherent body of knowledge and to focusing 
that knowledge on .solving problems. Despite rhetoric to the contrary, the Com- 
mittee finds little evidence that the Institute has been committed to this kind of 
cumulative research. We conclude that the Institute's purpose would be better 
served by a research agenda based on program areas, such as deterrence and re- 
habilitation, within which funding could be focused toward developing a coherent 
body of knowledge. 

Research Administralion.—The Committee finds serious shortcomings in research 
administration. These include a weak advisory system that limits acces-s to pro- 
gram development, review procediues that range from nonexistent to ineffective, 
a research strategy that tends to exclude a large majority of the existing social 
science research community, and vulnerability to pressures that are detrimental 
to the development of a research program. Such weaknesses are not necessarily 
the fault of any individual, but rather the consequence of misjudging the means 
by which research can be made useful to an action program. 

B. Historical analysis 
(See following pages excerpted from final report.) 

THE NATIONAL INSTITUTE OF LAW ENFORCEMKNT AND CRIMINAL JUSTICE: 
HISTORICAL DEVELOPMENT 

The administrative history of NILECJ can be divided into three phases. These 
phases reflect the development of LEAA and its impact on NILECJ, and in part 
explain the character of research as we describe it in Chapter 4. The first phase, 
which includes the directorship of several individuals can be characterized as a 
single phase because it was clearly a period of gearing up. The second and third 
phases are each identified with a single director who had sufficient time to make an 
evaluable record. 

Phase I: Gearing up (1969-71) 
The first phase began in October 1968 with a limited attempt by OLE A' 

personnel to plan a research structure that would fit the requirements written into 
the 1968 Act. Ralph Siu, then at the Department of Defense, was nominated to be 
the first director, but served only through the change in administrations after the 
1968 election. Henry Ruth became the first confirmed director under the new ad- 
ministration and served for approximately one year. He was succeeded in 1970 by 
his deputy, Irving Slott, who served as acting director until early 1971. 

Henry Ruth organized the Institute's work around five centers. The Center 
for Crime Prevention and Rehabilitation focused on research into the conditions 
nnderlying criminal behavior and on new methods of prevention and rehabilita- 
tion, fhe Center for Criminal Justice Operations and Management was devoted 
to the utilization of operations research for the improvement of law enforcement 
agencies. "The Center for Law and Justice dealt with the appropriateness and 
fairness of criminal laws; the 1971 program plan added mention of community 
treatment, offender reintegration, and concern ror the conditions from which an 
offender enters the criminal justice system. The Center for Special Projects 
administered the fellowship program. "The Center for Demonstration and Profes- 
sional Services was responsible for translating knowledge into action through 
dissemination and technical assistance programs. 

Director Ruth felt strongly that the mood of Congress was anti-research. 
Reprfsentative Rooney was especially critical of research efforts during this period 
demanding that the Institute demonstrate its usefulness by producing immediate 
solutions.* Mu(^h of Ruth's time was spent justifying the research role to such 
oversight groups, indudinjj his own administrative hierarchy. The LEAA troika 
reflected practitioner/political divisions that were never conducive to developing 
a research role in LEAA. Charles Rogovin, first LEAA Administrator, summarized 
Ruth's experiences (1973, p. IS): 

"I had represented to him that he could design his own research program and 
enjoy reiU freedom and flexibility in implementing it. I have rarely been more in 

> Thp Office of Law Enforcement Assistance had been created by the Law Enforcement 
Asslslnnee Act of 1965 (Pub. L. 89-197). 

= Mr. Ruth made these comments, during an Interview In the fall of 1975. The.v were sup- 
ported b.v Kevcral sources: other Individuals who were on the staff of the Institute during 
that time have made similar comments In interviews : Charles Rogovin, tirst Administrator 
of LI^AA, has made such comments In print (1973, p. 19). 
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error. Time and again Ruth's initiatives were frustrated by the disagreements from 
Velde, Coster and myself [the troika). Despite a wealth of experience in assessing 
the quality of research institutions and individuals during his service as Deputy 
Director of the Crime Conmiissioii and in academic life, he was second-gue.ssed on 
every judgment." 

Whether it was reporting to a hostile Congress or to a conflicted administrator, 
the job of the early directors was a political rather than a research task. This 
characterization of the role of Institute rlirectors varies only in degree of pressure, 
and never in kind, through the history of the Institute. 
Phase II: The Danziger Period—Impact programing (1971-73) 

Pha.se I ended with President Nixon's appointment of Jerris Leonard as LEA.\ 
Administrator and Leonard's appointment of Martin Danziger as Director of 
NILECJ in the spring of 1971. The previous year had seen strong critici-sm of 
LEAA in Congress (see Appendix A3) because, among other things, the large sums 
already expanded on various programs had not protluced a decline in the crime 
rate. Since Congress had established LRAA with the expectation that crime would 
be reduced, and LEAA had not taken issue with the assumption that crime could 
Ix? reduced by programs to "strengthen law enforcement," there was no public 
basis for advocating a different measure of performance. Unfortunately, the new 
administration accepted—even welcomed—this "cure rate" standard. It thereby 
confounded, instead of clarifying, a problem that still troubles LEAA, especially 
its research program. 

The use of crime rates as a measure of performance is problematic for three rea- 
sons: first, crime rates are affected to a considerable degree by factors other than 
those under the control of the criminal justice system, and conversely, many who 
contribute to the crime rate do not pass through that system; second, crime rates 
themselves are affected Vjy higher citizen or victim reporting and police reporting 
procedures. It is quite possil)le for a program in citizen awareness, for example, to 
have the intended impact of higher reporting of crimes, therefore producing a 
higher crime rate. Third, and in this context most important, the u.se of crime rates 
as a measure of performance is based on wholly unrealistic expectations about the 
kind and extent of immediate inip;u-t that is pos.siljle from research. There are 
many aspects of crime problems about which we now know little but can know 
more. And much of this knowledge can be useful in future efforts to prevent and 
control crime: for example, our public policies on punishment as a deterrent, on the 
Use of the criminal law to control deviant behavior, on techniques of law enforce- 
ment, on court processing, on techniques of rehabilitating criminal offenders, all 
can be productively informed by carefully focused research. But it is important to 
recognize that practical payoff from research is necessarily indirect and often long 
term. 

Nonetheless, increa.ses and decreases in crime rates remained the focus of LEAA 
performance measures, and the criticism continued. One outcome of the criticism 
was LEAA's embarrassing discovery that it had almost no information about the 
impact of its programs. Therefore, a new effort w;us begun throughout LEAA to 
focus on crime reduction (rather than "system improvement") and on evaluating 
the impact of these programs. Interest in evaluation was in itself encouraging, 
but it had unfortunate consequences for the development of the Institute. The 
new effort affected the Institute in major ways: it hardened and intensified LEAA's 
commitment to the goal of directly controlling crime, even for the research pro- 
gram; it involved Institute staff in a lengthy and complex planning process using 
specific reductions in crime rates as performance measures; and it produced a 
sharp change in R&D strategy. 

The term "crime-specific planning" came into use throughout LEAA in 1971, 
in direct response to Congressional questions about the relationship between 
government anti-crime funding and the increasing crime rate (See discussion of 
the Monagan hearings in Appendix A3; also see CheUnsky 1976, pp. 3-16). The 
term meant that programming had to be tied to a specific crime and designed to 
bring about a specified level of reduction (or decreasing rate of increase) in the 
rate of occurrence for that particular crime. The total lack of realism in the 
expectations underlying crime-specific planning became clear very quickly, but 
the concept continued to have organizational impact even in the research program. 
Two years were devoted to making both the NILECJ organization and Institute 
programs directly responsive to the goal of reducing crime. "Crime-specific" was 
relaxed to "crime-oriented" during this period, but the belief remained strong 
that research on crime could directly 'ind immediately affect crime-reduction if 
only the right combmation of planning and funding strategy was used. 
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Accepting the pressures of providing immediate, "crime-specific" results, 
Director  Danziger  reorganized the  Institute.  The  new  structure  included  a 
?lanning and evaluation staff and four divisions: Research Administration, 

Icsearch Operations, Statistics, and Technology Transfer. The 1973 Program 
Plan, in which this sj-stem was most fully elaborated, admits that "this approach 
is basically the structure for an operational, action-oriented program," but asserts 
that "a research plan also can closely follow the design." This statement illus- 
trates the extent to which the Institute during this period was engaged in an 
intensive drive to produce social change. 

The funding program was significantly different from previous years. NILECJ 
chose to limit its major funding to a few large-scale grants and contracts on the 
grounds that this strategy for spending the money would have the largest possible 
payoff. Large dollar amounts were committed to projects (for example, the 
Equipment Systems Improvement Program), several of which continue today. 
The major example of the shift in research strategj' was the Institute's involve- 
ment in LEAA's Impact Cities Program.' The Institute's 1973 Program Plan 
describes the Impact Cities Program in the following way: 

"This program channels a substantial portion of LfiAA's discretionary and 
research funds to selected Impact Cities for the reduction of stranger-to-stranger 
crime and burglary. The objective is to halt the increase in the target crimes and 
to achieve a 5 percent reduction in two years and a 20 percent decrease in five 
years." 

Apparently convinced that solutions could be found by concentrating large 
amounts of money at selected sites and believing that this would result in a more 
efficient use of R&D money than a fragmented grants program, Leonard and 
Danziger made the Impact Cities program a major focus of LEAA and Institute 
funds. The expected payoff of gaining new knowledge about reducing crime did 
not materialize and that failure should have been anticipated. A more detailed 
discussion of Impact Cities appears in Appendix C, but one major ptint should 
be stressed here. The obviously political nature of the overall program dictated 
many aspects of its design and operation. For example, the cities themselves were 
chosen for political reasons and the New Federalism requirements precluded 
mandating comparable programs or comparable data collection and evaluation 
designs. While the Institute wsis not responsible for these politically motivated 
requirements, the situation illustrates the highly political constraints within which 
the Institute operates, constraints that do not lend themselves to good research 
effort,*. Further, the Institute can be held responsible for committing its resources 
to programs that cannot be reconciled with research objectiyes. 

In sum, the Danziger period produced an intensification of the Institute com- 
mitment to directly reducing crime. Goals, objectives and planning were all tied 
to a belief that crime was a problem that could be solved: a war on crime on the 
model of the war on poverty. This effort has generally been considered not only a 
failure, but wrong-headed as well. Just as poverty cannot be wiped away by 
government programs, so crime cannot be simply purged from the social order by 
committing massi\-c government resources. While this jugdment does not fault 
the good intentions of those who were part of LEAA's effort during that period; it 
does point to a major mistake in the agency's understanding of crime problems. 
In fact, given the political climate and bureaucratic complexities, it is clear that 
this pel iod did net provide a good test of the validity of crime-reduction policies. 
And it is particularly clear that the research program was misused in the mistaken 
campaign for immediate solutions. 

Phate III: The Caplan Period {1973-PTeeent) 
Gerald Caplan was appointed Director of the Institute in fall 1973 by the new 

LEAA Administrator, Donald Santorelli. The Caplan period received its earliest 
definition in the decision to deemphasize crime-reduction as a goal. The experience 
with crime-specific and then crime-oriented planning was clear throughout LEAA; 
it simply was not possible to demonstrate that the various LEA.\ programs, let 
alone NILECJ research grants, had contributed to specific decreases in specific 
crime rates. 

Since crime rates had net decreased significantly anywhere—indeed had in- 
creased more often than decreased—the claims for impact were probably unfoimded 
from the start.* Cnplau responded to this state cf affairs by explicilly desclaiming 

3 Tlic Impact Cities Program and Us repercuaslons for the Institute are discussed In 
Clianter IV, pp. 14-15 and further examined In a case study In Appendix C4. 

* In fact, some experlmeiUBl proRrnnis lind tbe effect of Incrifaslnj: the crime rate—as 
measured by the FBI's Unifomi Crime Reports—4>ecause tbey achteTed their Intended 
..»»„. „» 'icreaslne the number of crimes actually reported to the police. 
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the reality of such expectations. Recognizing that it was wholly unreasonable 
to measure the effectiveness of a research program by specific "cure" rates, 
Caplan modified the Institute's approach. The Institute would no longer plan for 
direct and immediate impact on crime rates but instead would develop longer- 
range objectives that could be expected to contribute to a more realistic way to 
an overall reduction in crime. Even the traditional focus on improving the stysem 
was recast so that eefficiency and fairness became objectives in their own right 
rather than tools for reducing crime rates. The Institute and all of LEAA entered 
a new period of deflating expectations. 

In addition, Director Caplan has recently begun efforts to develop and encourage 
a research communitj' Interested in more basic research questions. He is moving 
away from the Danziger strategy of supporting a few large-scale efforts toward a 
policy of awarding a larger number of smaller grants, especially looking to the 
academic research community. Caplan has been working on developing closer 
connections nith a wider research community. He is attempting to draw in 
researchers, and research ideas, from among those who have never done work on 
criminal justice but who are interested in behaviors and social patterns that are 
clearly important for understanding crime phenomena. Such an approach, if 
actually carried forward with a major commitment of Institute resources, would 
amount to a whole new strategy: namely, directing the Institute efforts not to 
reducing crime rates but to unclei-standing the social and behavioral phenomena 
that underlie crime rates. Unfortunately, there are only minimal signs that 
•such a strategy is being pursued on a major scale. The overall impression of the 
Institute's goals and objectives under Caplan's leadership is one of decentraliza- 
tion and eclecticism. No research agenda exists as a general guide to planning and 
funding. Instead, the organizational structure itself—traditional program areas 
plus major efforts in evaluation and technology transfer—seems to generate 
the program. The question to be addressed is whether this reflects the maturing 
of an organization that, in its collective sense of itself, now realizes that a step- 
by-step, piece-b)'-piece approach is the best route to accomplishing its mission— 
or whether it reflects the frustration of failure and the absence of any sense of 
misaion. This report provides some answers to this question. 

CONCLUSION 

The problems of locating research in an action agency have always been sub- 
stantial. The pres.sures from the parent agency tend to favor immediate solutions 
and foster an unnecessary polarization of basic anrl applied research. NILECJ's 
position in an agency perceived as a servicer of local criminal justice practitioners 
has narrowed its focus to the criminal justice system, and sometimes simply to 
crime rates, and has prevented the Institute from looking to larger research 
issues. Its outlook has been unnecessarily narrow and its research agenda has not 
benefited from a variety of perspectives on criminal justice problems. 

These difllculties have been exacerbated by the political atmosphere and admin- 
istrative conditions in which the Institute has had to pursue its research program. 
The brief sketch of the Institute's historical development illustrates a confusion 
about NILECJ's basic mission that has plagued the agency since its inception. 
As each new Director or LEA.\ Administrator brings to the office a different 
conception of the Institute's mandate, NILECJ's structure is reorganized and the 
research program overhauled. Given the confusion in the Department of Justice, 
and the turnover within LEAA's leaderships, during the past eight years, the 
development and pursuit of a coherent research agenda has been a formidable 
ta^k. The cumulation of knowledge through research has suffered as program 
priorities have changed before results could accumulate on specific subject areas. 

The Safe Streets Act and the agency that it created were attempts at a plural- 
istic resolution of severe ideological differences. The resulting structure of the new 
action agency (LEAA) was an intricate imitation of the federal system. The 
problems of federal research for local consumption which the Institute's position 
in this agency causerl were not systematically considered by its founders and 
remain a basic dilemma to the present day. Its outlook has been unnecessarily 
naiTOW and its research agenfla has not benefited from a variety of perspectives 
on criminal justice problems. 
Tlie nature of a Federal research role in crime programs 

Because the federal role in criminal justice research came about a.s port of a 
much larger action program, it is important to be clear about the nature of the 
relationship between the two. As detailed in Chapter I, Congress was ambivalent 
about assuming any role in state and local criminal justice activities. Its solution 
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to the problem of fcfleriil interference was to set up a framework of block grant 
funding under which state and local decision makers are supposed to retain 
programmatic aiitiiority, although reviewed by federal officials. The federal role 
was essentially to provide the funds. But Congres.'* also established a centralized 
structure for the purpose of performing some functions that were not considered 
feasible at the state level: principally a national crime statistics center and a 
R&D effort. Since it was assumed from the beginning that the national interest 
in crime problems was to serve local needs, a federal U&D effort was not for the 
purpose of solving crime problems at the national level but rather to help state 
and local jurisdictions deal with their crime problems. A basic premise of the 
Safe Streets Act, therefore, was that the federal ll&D effort was to service state 
and local planning. 

The issue is: What kind of strategy will best serve that purpose? Several 
possibilities occur. One is to assume that serving state and local planning means 
providing information to the administratois of block grant funds (State Planning 
Agencies, or SPA's) about which programs being considered for funding are 
lilcely to be effective. The "what works and what doesn't work?" question has 
been posed insistently to NILECJ by SPA's from the early days, indicating that 
they at least perceived NILECJ's .service role in terms of providing immediate 
.solutions and that they wished to use the information in tiieir planning. It will 
not surpiise researchers that NILECJ was unable to resjjond to such requests. 
While the question itself is important and should be addressed, and it was even 
encouraging that SPA's asked it, it is naive to pose it in terms of immediate 
solutions. There is no more complex area of social phenomena than crime prob- 
lems. Since researchers do not yet understand the basic causes of crime, it is 
naturally difficult for them to come up with quick pre.-^criptions for stopping it. In 
.short, the "immediate solution" strategy places the Institute in an impossible 
position. 

t)n the other hand, a strategy which places the Institute in the role of providing 
progranmiutic solutions for local crime problems but without the pressure of 
immediacy might be somewhat easier. Such a stiategy would keep NILECJ in its 
direct service relationship with the block grant structure and thereby force it to 
focus on the programmatic concerns of state and local criminal justice planners. 
Because of the nature of block grant funding this strategy would prcbably mean 
that the Institute's effort would be prerlominantly oriented to traditional practi- 
tioner needs. Thus a major focus would be operational: improving the efficiency 
of the criminal justice system. Throughout much of its history the Institute luis 
pursued a course very similar to this. But as will be illustrated in later chapters, 
the strategy has not successfully served SPA progranuning needs and has produced 
mostly mediocre research 

A third strategy would put the Institute in the primary business of planning 
and implementing large demonstration projects. Such a strategy would have the 
mixed purpose of synthesizing research results (from any source), testing appro- 
priate implementations, and disseminating model programs to practitioners. It 
would probably tie the Institute's efforts to SPA programming less than would the 
first twc strategies, and make it more directly responsive to the practitioner 
community. It would also decrease s\ibstantially NILECJ's role in planning and 
sponsoring primary research. The Institute has engaged in some of this activity, 
but it is not at all clear that a demcnstration strategy requires the guidance of a 
research institute. LEAA has its own office and funds for this purpose and could 
probably pursue such a strategy as effectively on its own or with minimal meth- 
odological advice from NILECJ. 

A fourth possibility, and one that is far more appropriate for a national research 
institute, is for NILECJ to emphasize that aspect of the Safe Streets legislation 
that encourages innovative anti-crime programming, and therefore to focus its 
efforts on developing and testing alternative approaches to crime problems. 
Such a program would tend to de-emphasize operational questions, except insofar 
a.s they were directly related to crime control (e.g., patrol strategics); it would 
work with non-traditional approaches to crime and criminal behavior in an effort 
to develop a new understanding of crime problems; it would attempt to bring to 
bear thinking and research from a variety of di.«ciplines not now focusing on 
crime; and encourage multldisciplinary research efforts: and it would coneentrat* 
on testing hypotheses under experimental and quasi-experimental conditions so 
that lesults could be deemed reliable for use in developing programs. This strategy 
would tie the Institute more to the research community and permit resources to 
be allocated on grounds that are largely independent of political demands or 
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system pressures. It would also require a risk-taking posture toward ideas and 
research possibilities. This kind of activity is necessary, we believe, in order to 
justify the existence of a national research institute. lif encouraged to develop 
properly, this strategy will eventually serve state and local crime control needs 
far better than it.s more agency or practitioner dominated alternatives. 

The nature of these alternatives reveals some impoitant features of the rela- 
tionship between research and action programming in LKAA. The role of SPA's 
is to administer the block grant funds. These funds amount to approxmiately .5% 
of the total criminal justice expenditures in any state. ConsequcTitly, if the 
Safe Streets Program is to have any impact the SPA's must use action funds in 
strategic and innovative ways. To so do requires careful analy.sis of local crime' 
problems, law enforcement patterns and system needs. While few SPA's have yet 
developed this kind of analytical capacity, tho.se who have find it both necessary 
and natural to conduct their own "immediate solution" research. The critical' 
connection is between programming and research. Research, in this context, be- 
comes totally a tool for planners with specific problems to solve. The case ii» 
similar for evaluation. The SPA's need to be able to evaluate particular pro.- 
grams with an eye both to refunding decisions and introducing changes to make 
existing programs more effective. 

While this kind of research and evaluation has not yet developed extensively 
in the SPA's, it is clearly an appropriate and productive function. The Com- 
mittee believes, however, that it is not a function which a national research 
institute can perform effectively. The relationship between a particular "need 
to know" and the deployment of resources to obtain the required knowledge is a 
matter of intraorgani/.ational response. To place the responsibility for respond- 
ing in the hands of a research institute that is remote from the particular needs 
as defined by the fifty-five SP,\'s is to ignore the natural dynamic in favor of an 
unnatural and inevitably unworkable relationship. A further complication is 
the fact that the canons for valid scientific research often conflict with the needs 
and style of program administrators. Since the basis of the relationship is service, 
and that relationship runs in one direction only (with research serving program), 
the likelihood is that research canons will be compromised more often than 
administrators inconvenienced. F2ven when the research staff succeeds in protect- 
ing the integrity of its Woi k the constant struggle is liable to be debilitating. 

The current relationship between SP.^'s and the Institute ranges from indif- 
ference to hostility. The SPA's resist programming that is not developed to meet 
a specific and, they argue, unique need; they also resent the "intrusion" of the 
federal presence whenever the Institute funds a demonstration or evaluatioa 
program in their state. By the same token, the Institute resents SPA expectations 
that the Institute should be providing readily applicable knowledge for local 
programming, and their general lack of undeistanrling of the nature of research. 
We believe that this mutual hostility was inevitable. 

We suggest that there is another way to view the Institute's proper role in 
serving .state and local needs. Rather than intruding upon the relationship between 
research and progr.T,mming, which occurs most fruitfully at the SP.\ level wheio 
it is both organizationally sound and part of the riynamics of planning, the federal 
research effort should concentrate on de\elopiiig and testing innovative approaches 
to crime problems. This strategy, which has already been outlined above, is 
particularly appropriate for a national institute, for three reasons. First, a major 
research commitment will often he required in order to thoroughly develop and 
adequately test new approaches to crime problems. The scale of such a commit- 
ment—both in resources and time fran)e-—is beyonrl the capacities of SPA's. 
Second, the range and degree of scientific competence necessary to mount a highly 
sophisticated research effort are not normally available ut the SPA level. Third, 
an undertaking that h.'is a long range time frame but no cleajly specifiable 
product, and is risky as well, is simply inappropriate for an action agency such tm 
an SP.\. Therefore, the proper mission of a national institute of law enforcement 
and criminal justice is to engage in research anfl development on a scale and ti 
level and within a time frame that is impractical ft)r the rest of the system. Such 
a mission must not be all-inclusive because there is much valuable "immediate 
solution" evaluation and research that should be done (and woulfl be better done) 
at the iSPA level. In short, the nature of a federal research role in crime problems 
depends not only on the needs to be served liut also on the capacities that exi-;t 
or can be developed at the various level.s of the system. 



2G0 

7%e concept of applied research 
To opt for a research strategy based on developing and testing innovative 

approaches to crime problems is not to exclude what is usually called applied 
research. The range of contributions that is appropriate in thus area necessarily 
Rpans a wide variety of research, development and evaluation activities. But it 
is important to be clear about two matters: first, what is excluded, and why; 
and second, the essentially eclectic (sometimes serendipitous) nature of what ia 
included. 

The preceding argument outlined what is excluded: namely, "immediate 
solution" research. This has been identified as research that is (or ought to be) 
tied directly to the planning process of an operating or funding agency, and 
therefore to action programming. Another equally inappropriate undertaking 
for a national institute is simply gathering information on aspects of crime prob- 
lems—building an inventory, if you will. This is what practitioners often think 
of as applied research, and then feel frustrated when the piles of "data" do not 
tell them anything. 

On the other hand, the example of data collection is a good point of departure 
for understanding the complex concept of applied research. Data collection and 
archiving must be carefully planned to be productive. One must, in efTect, design 
a number of potential research projects in order to determine what data are 
necessary to answer the important questions. In this speculative and informal 
"design" process, the significance of the questions, and therefore of the information 
that will become "data," arises from the nature of the problems one is interested 
in. Which is to say that research, whether its purpose is to understand a problem 
better or to try to solve it, is always a matter of stating and testing hypothe-ses. In 
short, applied research is not a singular activity that is unrelated to the more 
feneral process called research or to the normal canons of scientific methodology, 
t is part of a continuum that ranges from the abstract to the concrete. Whatever 

differences that exist, therefore, are matters of degree. 
Differences do exist, of course, and they are important and instructive. Defining 

a problem for applied research means (minimally) starting with a practical 
problem rather than one that derives from theory; it also means that the researcher 
is concerned with arriving at a means to solve the problem rather than simply 
understanding it better. Consequently, while so-called basic research is not con- 
strained to produce a certain kind of answer, applied research always has a peculiar 
stake in its own results. For this reason, applied research is often more difficult to 
design than is basic research. It requires the perspective of the practioners, of 
program planners, and of researchers—an inherently conQictful mix—as well as 
the kind of creativity that permits one to understand and conceptuaUze social 
problems in terms of their possible solutions. Therefore, a role for the Institute 
that emphasizes the applied research end of the continuum is in many ways a more 
difficult a.ssignment than conducting or sponsoring basic research. 

One consequence of these difficulties is the tendency to insist upon dichotomizing 
basic and applied research in such a way that many fruitful approaches are ex- 
cluded. So-called basic research is considered inappropriate or so unrelated to 
problems as to be irrelevant. Research problems are defined as problems of 
practice, requiring only the application of proper technology for solution. Re- 
searchers are hired to perform the tasks of surveying the state of the art and then 
applying it. This is the model of "immediate solution" research, but without the 
specific problem and the programming function to make it useful. Furthermore, 
the approach tends to exclude the normal process of research: namely, generating 
alternative hypotheses from relevant theory, and then testing one or more hypoth- 
eses to determine which variables and relationships are explanatory in the partic- 
ular case. To say that applied research is problem-oriented does not mean that it 
cannot be informed by theory. Studying the problem of recidivism surely requires 
knowing something about attitude formation; caseload and administrative discre- 
tion problems require the application of organization theory as much as manage- 
ment technique; testing preventive patrol strategies requires an understanding of 
various possible behavioral responses in order to ensure that the proper measures 
are built into the experiment. The point is that the kinds of research that the 
Institute should be doing necessarily include aspects of both basic and applied 
research. 
The goal for a research program on crime problems 

The goals for the Institute research program were set by Congress, in the Safe 
Streets Act and its Amendments, and by LEAA throughout its history. The 
historical account in Chapter 1 reveals important shifts in these goals, a.s the 
urgency of the "law and order" mandate first intensified and then faded and the 
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difficulty of pursuing immediate solutions became clear. The Committee has care- 
fully considered both these lessons of history and the compelling nature of the 
social problem being addressed. Accordingl}% we offer our own view of the proper 
goals for a national program in criminal justice research. 

As noted in Chapter 1, crime reduction as a major goal of the Safe Streets 
Act and of LE.\A programming from the beginning. It was responsible for the 
early emphasis on law enforcement and later for crime-specific and crime-oriented 
planning—and, eventually, for the Institute's involvement in a disastrous "re- 
search" effort a.s part of the Impact Cities program.* These were all simplistic 
approaches to the problem and never got beyond the frustrating stage of trying 
to manipulate crime rates for the short-term. But is is only recently that LEAA 
and Institute spokesman have been willing to quarrel publicly with the feasibility 
and appropriateness of crime reduction as a program goal (sec, for example, 
Gerald M. Caplan, "Losing' the War on Crime"). 

Unfortunately, the Institute's new response has been to deny its capacity to 
produce useful knowledge about crime problems at all, and to substitute as its 
focus of concern the operation of the criminal justice system. We do not wish to 
belittle efforts to improve the operations of the criminal justice system or to 
exclude them entirely from the purview of the Institute. But many of these 
efforts are not properly a matter of research interest; furthermore, while some are 
very important to the effective control of crime—such as studies of the formative 
conditions for police performance—others are remote from that concern. The 
danger we see is an Institute that avoids the hard questions of knowledge about 
crime and criminal behaviors in favor of eiusier but relatively trivial studies of 
system operations. It is understandable that an agency would respond negatively 
to a painful and unproductive history. But the Committee believes that the 
Institute's response is correct only with respect to expectations of immediate 
payoff. The goal of controlling crime for which LEAA and the In-stituto were 
originally established remains a valid objective, although a complex and difficult 
one. 

Clearly there were serious problems with LEAA's approach to crime reduction. 
If Congress expected that it could mount a program that would defeat crime, 
these expectations were plainly over-blown. And certainly LEA.'V's frantic attempts 
to meet these expectations were ill-advised. But the Committee believes it would 
be a mistake to abandon the goal of reducing crime as if it were beyond the capacity 
of this society to cope at all with crime problems. The difficulty with crime re- 
duction as a goal lies in a lack of understanding about how to approach the prob- 
lem and how to measure the imp.act of our efforts, not in the inherent intracta- 
bility of the problem. No one is going to eradicate crime, just as no one is going to 
"cure" poverty or end wars. But we as scientists and citizens would be irresponsi- 
ble if we abandoned our efforts because immediate solutions were not in sight. 
"The fact is that we can know more about criminal behaviors and about the 
effectiveness of various governmental responses to them. And furthermore, this 
knowledge will ultimately be useful for crime prevention and control.' Therefore, 
we strongly urge that LEAA restore the control of crime as its primary mission, 
and that NILECJ define its primary role as building knowledge toward that end. 

If the objective of crime reduction is re-introduccd, it should be clearly under- 
stood that gimmicks like five-year deadlines for 20 percent reductions in burglary 
rates are seriously misleading, even for action programs, and certainly a mistaken 
measure of research productivity. In the first place, we do not yet have accurate 
or informative measures of crime rates, so the use of crime rate measures 09 
indicators or "tests" of anything is highly suspect. But even it wc did have useful 
measures, it would be foolish to apply them to research programs. The National 
Institutes of Health have a cancer research program but no reasonable observer 
measures its effectivene.ss or usefulness by cancer cure rates (or death rates). It ia 
obvious that the knowledge-building process in cancer research is long-term and 
unpredictable. The same is true for the process of building knowledge about crime 
and criminal behaviors. It is simply wrong to judge a research program by opera- 
tional measures. 

This research program should be judged by the intelligence and coherence of 
its approach to crime problems, and by its capacity to cumulate and focus knowl- 
edge toward solving those problems. All of these factors are important, including 
the goal of controlling crime. The Committee believes that such a program is 

' The Committee's extended comments on Impact Cities can be found In Appendix C4. 
« S>'e tlic section on research priorities beginning on p. Y-21 for speeitic recommendations 

about researcb on crime problems. 
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feasible—and that it is the only legitimate basis for the existence of a national 
institute of law enforcement and criminal justice. 

V. CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

The role of the Institute should be to develop valid, gcneralizable knowledge 
about crime, criminal behaviors, and the effectivoness of crime control methods 
and pohcies. As a national research institute, it should develop the resources 
necessary to undertake research that is not feasible or appropriate at the state 
or local level. 

To protect the integrity of the Institute's research program, the Committee 
recommends that the Institute be reconstituted as an independent research agency 
within the Department of Justice. Such independence would include final approval 
authority over all awards as well as control of the administrative budget, per- 
sonnel, and detailed program review. The Director should be chosen from candi- 
dates with significant experience and recognition in both research and research 
administiation. F<irthermoie, the Committee mges that a Criminal Justice 
Research Advisory Board be established, by statute, with members appointed 
b.v the Prejsident and including an appropriate mix of scientists and practioner.s. 

The Committee recommends that the Institute l)e organized around substan- 
tive program areas. These should be designed to provide a conmion focus on a 
theoretically interesting problem while at the same time exploiting the variety 
of perspectives that different disciplines can Ijring to bear. They should also be 
designed on the assumption that producing valid and useful knowledge is a 
cumulative process. 

The Committee recommends that the Institute take steps to ensure quality 
in its research. One such step involves the process of project review. To en.sure 
?uality, that process requires more than a mail review of individual projects, 
t requires program area panels, meeting regularly, to ensure continuity in the 

use of criteria and in the cumulation of knowledge. The Committee recommends 
sub-panels for methodological review and, for panels, a mix of researchers and 
practitioners to provide proper guidance for the long-range development of 
program areas. 

The Committee concludes that activities involving direct service to components 
of LEAA or practitioners-—whether these be training, technical assistance, pack- 
aging and marketing of research results, or non-generalizable evaluations— 
cannot l)e undertaken effectively by a research institute. Theiefore, they should 
be a part of LEAA's technical a.ssistance program and not the responsibility of 
the Institute. 

The primary goal for the Institute should be developing knowledge that is useful 
in reducing crime. At the same time, the Institute should maintain its concern with 
the fairness and effectiveness of the aflministration of criminal justice. The func- 
tion of resear(^h is always to produce knowledge, whether for its own sake or for 
a socially useful purpose. Therefore, the Institute's program should be judged by 
the value of its contributions to our knowledge alwut crime and criminal justice 
rather than by operational measures such as crime and recidivism rates. 

Mr. ScHEUEH. At this time, the meeting of the committee will 
adjourn until tomorrow in this room at 9 o'clock, and thank you so 
much. 

[Whereupon, at 12:55 p.m., the hearing was adjourned, to recon- 
vene at 9 a.m., Thursday, June 30, 1977.] 



FEDERAL ROLE IN CRIMINAL JUSTICE AND CRIME 
RESEARCH 

THURSDAY, JUNE 30, 1977 

U.S. HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES, SUBCOMMITTEE O.V 
DOMESTIC AND INTERNATIONAL SCIENTIFIC PLANNING, 
ANALYSIS AND COOPERATION OF THE COMMITTEE ON 
SCIENCE AND TECHNOLOGY, AND SUBCOMMITTEE ON 
CRIME OF THE CCMMITTEE ON THE JUDICIARY, 

Washington, D.C. 
The subcommittees met at 9 a.m. in room 2141, Rnybum House 

Office Building, Hon. John Conyers, Jr., cochainnan, presiding. 
Present: Representatives Conyers, Scheuer, and Ash brook. 
Staff membei-s present: Leslie Freed, Hayden W. Grcj^ory, Jonah 

Shacknai, counsel; Robert Shellow, consultant; Ross Stovall, as- 
sociate counsel; and James Gallagher, technical consultant. 

Mr. CONYERS. The subcommittees will come to order, and we will 
continue the hearings cochaired by myself and the distinguished 
gentleman from New York, Mr. Scheuer, with reference to the Federal 
role in criminal justice and crime research. 

We are pleased to have with us today the former Director of the 
National Institute of Law Enforcement and Criminal Justice, Gerald 
Caplan, its former Director up imtil ai)proximately 2 months ago. 

We note that Gerald Caplan is also a jjrofessor of law and has been 
general counsel of LEAA, and in addition has been on the President's 
Commission of Law Enforcement and the Administration of Justice, 
and has served in distinguished capacities throughout the system of 
justice. 

We welcome you, Mr. Caplan, for a continued discussion of the 
direction of this part of LEAA, and we would a))j)reciate any high 
points from your experience which I think would help these SUD- 
committees in recommending to the Congress and ultimately to the 
Department of Justice the direction that we might most effectively 
move in the future. 

TESTIMONY OF GERALD M. CAPLAN, FORMER DIRECTOR, NATIONAL 
INSTITUTE OF LAW ENFORCEMENT AND CRIMINAL JUSTICE 

Mr. CAPLAN. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman. 
I am appreciative of'^ the opportunity to participate in these dis- 

tinguished proceedings. 
I have not prepared a formal statement, but I do have several 

comments that I would like to make regarding the future of the 
National Institute, 

(203) 
94-928—77 14 



204 

First, I think tliat what the Institute needs most and what it has 
had too little of is stability of leadership and continuity of programs. 
In a field where so little is known, it is important to pursue promising 
leaders to a point where a reliable assessment can be made of their 
worth, and to avoid possible scurrying about after each new faddish 
tip. 

It is less important where we begin, li think, than that we stick to 
what we have started. 

What we have learned is that there are no shortcuts in this field. 
For that reason, •'stability" and "continuity" as the medicine most 
needed for the Institute's health. 

Independence from LEAA is a preferred way to reach these goals, 
but it is not the only way. Equality within LEAA, evidenced by 
giving the Director of the Institute authority to commit funds would, 
in my opinion, be an adequate guarantee, even though the Institute 
would remain under the general supervision of the LEAA Adminis- 
trptor. 

Second, regarding the  
Mr. ScHEUER. In other words, you mean doing away with the sign- 

off by the LEAA Administrator on all grants? 
Mr. CAPLAN. That is right. I think if the Institute were not a 

subordinate part of LEAA, a stepchild as it now is, but was an equal 
partner, it could be sufficient. 

Mr. ScHEUER. But specificallj' you would advocate removing the 
sign-off by the LEAA Administrator? 

Mr. CAPLAN. I think that is critical. 
Mr. ScHEUER. Yes. 
Mr. CAPLAN. I recall back in 196S when Mr. Justice Rehnquist 

was with the Department of Justice as director of the Office of the 
Legal Counsel he wrote an opinion interpreting the congressional 
intent as permitting sign-off authority in the Institute Director, but 
that opinion was not implemented. But I think it is essential if the 
Institute remains within LEAA. 

On the matter of budget, my own view is that the budget should 
be kept at about its present level. I think the Congress has been 
sufficiently generous. Iho dramatic increases called for by some study 
froups are a kind of whistling in the dark. The problem ^vith the 
nstitute has not been lack of funds. The problem is much more 

difficult. It relates more to the newness of criminal justice research 
and the inherent difficulty of finding ways to cut crime without 
sacrificing our democratic ways. 

Third, I think the Institute staff should have the opportunity to 
do research. Present staffing levels are not adequate. They do not per- 
mit staff research; and the bulk of staff effort goes toward administra- 
tion. Over time a staff that itself performs research will be better 
able to monitor and i)lan funded research. And the opportunity to 
do research will be a valuable recruitment incentive. 

That is all I have by way of formal remarks. I would be pleased 
to answer any questions that the committee has. 

Mr. CoNYERs. I will yield to Chairman Scheuer to begin the 
questioning. 

Mr. SCHEUER. Mr. Caplan, I'd like to sort of fine-tune your 
language a little bit here. I am going to ask you a question, and I 
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<lon't want to put the words in your mouth, and I am not encoura^g 
A-ou to engage in overkill, but I would like to get a precise definition 
of your views on one subject on which other witnesses had very strong 
opinions. 

I ask vou—well, let's put it this way: Other witnesses, and I think 
vou, feel that the National Institute could well stav in the Justice 
t)epartment and even in LEAA if the relationship of LEAA and the 
Institute was so structured as to give independence to the Institute 
and freedom from the day-to-day, week-to-week political pressures 
and political problems of tEAA and the Attorney General. 

Other witnesses, and in particular Professor Al Blurastein, have said 
that it is critical and absolutely quintessential for the director of the 
National Institute to have final signolf and final authority on 
grantmaking. 

You have said in response to my question that it would be a wise 
thing for them to have final authority and to take away the signoff 
capability of the Administrator of LEAA so as to leave undisputed 
final discretion on the whole grant-funding process to the Institute 
Director, of course subject to the general supervision on policy and on 
effectiveness of operations to LEAA, as you have indicated, much as 
the Attomej'^ General oversees everything that goes on in the Justice 
Department. 

So with that preamble, I would like to ask you: Do you consider 
giving the Institute Director final authoritj' on grantmaking, and do 
you consider, therefore, eliminating the signoff for the LEAA Admin- 
istrator on Institute funding, simply wise and desirable, or woidd you 
go to the e.xtont that Blumstein and others have gone in saj-ing that 
it is absohitely essential for the iQtegrity and the independence of the 
Institute if it is going to remain in LEAA. 

And I repeat, I don't want to put words in your mouth. I am not 
stimulating you to engage in overkill. I simply want you to define 
your thoughts very precisely. 

Mr. C.^PLAN. Thank you. My view is the same as Blumsteins. If the 
Institute stays within LEAA, then signoff authority should be trans- 
ferred from the Administrator to the Director of the Institute. And 
while one-signature checking accounts hold the possibility of abuse, 
this could be minimized by administrative controls. The pattern of 
arbitrariness in funding decisions over the past 8 years is not inherent. 
It is a peculiarity of LEAA rather than an inherent part of a one- 
signature account. 

Mr. ScHEUER. Can you elaborate on your relations with the LEAA 
Administrator during your tenure? What was the quality of the 
relationship and how did it impact the quality of your decisionmaking 
and your work and the Institute's work? 

Mr. CAPLAN. I had the opportunity to serve under two Admin- 
istrators who took very different positions toward the Institute. Mr. 
Santarelli's view was that the Institute should be allowed to pursue 
its own course, subject to his general direction. I see nothing im- 
proper—in fact, it is totally proper for the Administrator or the 
Attorney General to say, "This problem should be looked at." It 
could be neighborhood justice centere or somethino; else. 

It is proper for appomted officials to make those kinds of judgments. 
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Mr. Vekle on the other hand had a great interest m research himself, 
particularly ecjuipment development, and unlike Mr. Santarelli he 
was involved intensively with individual grants. lie had ideas for 
projects and for individuals who would be suitable to undertake them. 
I think Mr. Santarelli's style is ])referable. It makes it possible to 
build predictability, regulanty, and continuity into the program. 
General guidance at a policymafcuig level affecting priorities makes a 
lot of sense, but day-to-day supei-vision, even if it is the wisest, pro- 
duces a situation where the Institute progiams become like a railroad 
ticket—good for 30 days only. And you can't recruit an able group of 
researchers if they know the progiam is subject to sudden changes. 
Research is a risky process, and you Increase the lisk dramatically 
when you change signals. 

Mr. ScHEUER. Did vou have a problem in recruiting high-quality 
research personnel to the Institute wliile you were there? 

Mr. CAPLAN. Mr. Chairman, I do think we have a quality staff, 
but it is fair to say that the high hopes for the Institute that you 
held at its inception and that Mr. Richard.son and other officials of 
the Dei)artment of Justice have expressed, have not been achieved. 
The Institute could have a higher reputation if its style were such as 
to show a respect for research. 

Mr. ScHEUER. You say repiitation and stvle. AVhen you go to 
researchers in the field of criminal justice and crime and ask them 
to join you, what would be the nature of their resei-vations and doubts 
about whether the Institute provided a proper institutional setting 
for their efforts? 

Mr. CAPLAX. Well, I think the foremost one is "CouUl we deliver 
on our progi"am plans?" If I met someone who was prominent in a 
particular field and said, "Here is a progiam plan we have been work- 
mg on for several months," there would be an appropriate suspicion 
in the researcher's mind that we couldn't get it funded, that even 
when our progj-am ])lan had been approveti by the Admmistration, 
it would not come into bcuig. 

Mr. ScHEUER. And would that be because the Institute simply 
didn't have the funding for it, or because the LEAA Administrator 
would overrule you as the Institute Director? 

Mr. CAPLAN. I would be overruled. There woidd be so many people 
looking over my shoulder. Before I signed—in the typical review 
process—there would be four people who would sign the application 
as well as written reviews by outsiders. An elaborate process continuing 
over months. 

But after I would approve it, it woidd then go to maybe 5, 10. 
maybe as many as 15 ])eople within LEAA, including one foi-mal 
board consisting of a comptroller, an individual who has no reseaich 
background, a rotating member, and another high official of LEAA, 
and the various aides to the three Atlministrators woidd rea<I the 
])roposal as well. So there would be a lot of cooks stirring the broth 
and eveiybody would have a different view. Even if their views were 
right—suppose one young assistant to the Ailministrator was correct 
in his views—you pay a very high price for being coiTect on 1 grant 
out of 150 because there is no predictability in what you are doing. It 
was a very disorderly process. 
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Mr. ScHEUER. You say that there is no reason why the LEAA 
Administrator shouldn't give overall direction on policy and priorities. 
I want to raise one thing, and I'm sure you can answer it. 

It seems to me if the LEAA Administrator is setting priorities and 
policy that inevitably and understandably there would be almost a 
predictable tendency to stress applied research that would help a 
mission-oriented agency—the LEAA and the Department of Justice— 
and they would always feel constraints against funding for pure 
research, not because they weren't sympathetic to pure research but 
because they would tend to look upon you as a support agency for 
their efforts. And with limited funds and with limited high-quality 
scientific personnel, it seems to me undei"standable and almost prctlict- 
able they would be pressing you in what was a perfectly legitimate 
goal from their point of view; that of putting resources mto applied 
research. 

It seems to me if that is true, then you have, as Colonel Jacobowski 
would say, one of two possibilities. ^ ou could say: 

It is reasonable and predictable, and we will let the National Academy of 
Sciences or the National Science Foundation do the purely theoretical re.search 
in the area of crime, criminal justice, and law enforcement, and we will perceive 
ourselves as an institute for applied research. 

Or, if that is not acceptable, then it seems to me you would want 
to have second thoughts about whether the Institute should remain 
in LEAA if you want it to do theoretical as well as applied research. 

Am I being unduly concerned about what those predictable pres- 
sures would be? 

Mr. CAPLAN. NO; Mr. Chairman, I think you have hit the nail 
on the head. If the Institute were to remain under the general super- 
vision of the LEAA Administrator, that woidd be a hazard, and the 
program might be driven too far in terms of finding answers that 
would be only useful for the next G months or a year. But balanced 
against this consideration is the fact that if the Institute does produce 
research of importance, the rest of the LEAA program is there, 
hopefully waiting to marshal its forces to implement it. 

The problem with other research and demonstration programs has 
been when they do hit a success, there aren't local funds to support it. 
There isn't initiative elsewhere, and many good ideas wither awaj'. I 
think part of the genius of the LEAA design was that action funds were 
to be avilable to support research projects that proved themselves. It 
hasn't worked that way, but now that the Institute is 8 years old and 
has begun to say some important things, it has the opportunity to 
mobilise LEAA. 

That may be wishful thinking. I don't think I have expertise there 
in predicting what the new LEAA will look like, but it would seem to 
me that a marriage between research and action funds is possible. 
Against that has to be weighed the possibility you suggest, that the 
LEAA Administrator, under pressure from practitioners, will want t o 
go for quick fixes rather than long-term research. 

Mr. ScHEUER. Do you think if we leave the Institute in LEAA that 
the legislation itself should stipulate that the Institute Director have 
final authority on grant approval, and that there should be an equal 
priority and an equal funding for pure research as against applied 
research? 
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Mr. CAPLAN. Yes. 
Mr. ScHEUER. And I'd like you to answer those separately. 
Mr. CAPLAN. My strong recommendation would be that the Insti- 

tute Director be given signoff authority. 
Mr. ScHEUER. In the legislation? 
Mr. CAPLAN. In the legislation. And if that is not done, the commit- 

tee should recommend moving the Institute to the Department of 
Justice or elsewhere. However, I would be cautious about putting in 
the legislation a formula for the division of funds, and instead rely more 
on general language stressing the fact that the Institute has an obliga- 
tion to do both applied and basic research. 

I would not want to see the Institute have a monopoly on criminal 
justice research and, I think it is in the public interest that agencies 
such as NSF and NIMH provide financial assistance in this area. 

Mr. ScHEUER. I think wc have had quite a unanimity among wit- 
nesses that there ought to be a little bit of competition. 

Mr. CAPLAN. It is a healthy thing. 
Mr. ScHEUER. And if there is some bit of duplication and replica- 

tion, that is not the greatest tragedy in the world, and it is far more 
compensated for by the intellectual competition that these other foci 
of intellectual activity would provide. 

I am going to wind up with this question. 
First, what are j'our thoughts on the judgments and the accuracy 

of the National Academy of Sciences' report on the Institute? 
And second, you mentioned some of the successful programs. During 

your tenure, which were the programs that were more successful, the 
most productive, and gave you the greatest feeling of satisfaction? 
And which were the failures that didn't produce mucli and the reasons 
why the underlying factors that produced success and failure? 

Mr. CAPLAN. In terms of what our successes were—Mr. Chairman, 
I had a lapse of memory'. What was the first part of your question? 

Mr. ScHEUER. Your reaction to the NAS report. 
Mr. CAPLAN. The NAS report; right. 
I was both heart<>ned and disheartened by it. It was one of a niunber 

of reports that attempted to make judgments about the Institute. It 
was well funded and it studied us at great length. What troubled me 
about it, the disheartening part, was that it seemed without a political 
context. It had a Utopian flavor about it. One could neither oppose 
its recommendations nor implement them. I thought it had an un- 
realistic tenor about it. 

On the other hand, I thought that it was a judicial assessment. It 
provided sensible guidance for the future. 

The Institute began to implement it as soon as it was in draft form. 
It was on my initiative that the study was undertaken, and I think 
in retrospect it was a wise decision. 

Mr. ScHEUER. OK. Now, as to your successes and failures and which 
were they and what were the elements that .seemed to produce success 
as against failure? 

Mr. CAPLAN. Well, I don't have a total list off the top of my head, 
but several projects come to mind, and I think they illustrate where 
we are in criminal justiw research. 

In the police area there are three or four projects that suggest that 
the way we thought policing ought to be done was incorrect. Taken 
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together, the sum of their impact is much greater than the individual 
components. 

I think from the first set of studies or related studies, we leam how 
heavily dependent the police are on citizen cooperation. We talk 
about police discretion and judicial discretion, but victim discretion 
to invoKe the criminal justice system, to call the police, to tell them 
what happened, and then to appear in court—that this is what makes 
a difference. 

And the studies are quite dramatic in revealing that where citizens 
don't promptly call and where they don't have information to give 
the police officer, when they don't give him a big clue, such as the 
license plate number or the name of the offender, the police are 
relatively helpless to solve crime. 

Mr. ScHEUER. If I were a conservative Republican member of this 
committee, I would say you don't have to engage in grondiloquent 
research efforts to come to the conclusion that if somebody can give 
the police a license plate or a clear description of the offenders, tliey 
have a better chance of making an apprehension than if they have 
nothing to go on. 

Mr. CAPLAN. There is an obvious quality about that. 
Mr. ScHEUER. To ray thinking, that was not what I had in mind 

when I worked very hard with others to get the Institute into being 
and operation. 

Mr. CAPLAN. Let me try restating it another way. We find from the 
Kansas City response time study tliat citizens delay for a long time 
in calling police, and this delay means that police rushing to the scene 
of the crime will still arrive there too late to solve the crime. 

Most people who are victimized call somebody else before they 
call the police. Now, that is something we didn't know about before. 
It is unexpected, and police chiefs around the country are saying, 
"That is true in Kansas City but not in my hometown." But I think 
it will bear up. The research is solid. 

Mr. ScHEUER. Maybe it is all that red meat they eat in Kansas 
City. They call their husbands or wives first. 

Mr. CAPLAN. Well, I think we will have it on the east coast and 
west coast as well. If you combine tlie findings of delay in reporting 
with the fact that detectives—^we learned from another study—appear 
to have a very limited capacity to solve crimes, without citizen 
assistance, it suggests that we are not policing in the right way. When 
that detective arrives at the scene, it is not so much the way, Mr. 
Chairman, you put it, that if the citizen tells him the information he 
can go ahead and solve the crime, but unless he gets that information 
at the scene of the crime, he is not likely to get it on his own—by 
fingerprints or some other mysterious ways as they do on television. 

It is that simple. 
These are very important leads in terms of manpower, communica- 

tions, motor vehicles, and community relations. We need to get at the 
heart of questions as to why citizens give so many phony addresses, 
why they delay so long in calling. 

iVnd I might say that these kinds of findings, apart from how con- 
servative Republicans or others, would react—the chiefs have taken 
them very hard. These studies have been disputed and debated. 

We have opened up an important area of research. 



210 

Another area where I think there is continuing promise is "defen- 
sible space," a concept that relates to architectural design. It suggests 
that crime can be significantly reduced in certain communities by the 
way public housing and other areas are designed. 

yir. ScHEUER. To what extent were you able to make contact with 
noncommercial researcliers and the community of scientific scholars, 
imiversity-based and perhaps the private foundation-based commu- 
nity of scientific scholars during your tenure as Director? 

Mr. CAPLAN. I think that substantial success was achieved here. 
It improved over time. Criminal justice research is a relatively new 
field. When I was working at the Crime Commission in 1965, you 
could hardly find a political scientist sociologist that had studied the 
police or the judiciary. The te.xtbooks hadn't been written. This has 
changed, and there is much new blood, and I think much excitement, 
because so many people have been recruited into the field as a result 
of the National Institute's program. Even more are needed. 

Much of the Institute's research is of such a large scope that it is 
no longer within the province of an individual professor or group of 
professors. Universities aren't organized for large data gathering 
studies. If you want to do a survey of drug addiction programs in 
jails, the University of Chicago or Yale is not likely to leap to do it. By 
and large that work is more suitable for Federal chartered research 
organizations and other corporations. Many have hired Ph. D.'s and 
graduate students and have come to look more and more like uni- 
versities, and it is hard to tell them apart. 

Mr. CoNYERS. Thank you. 
Counsel Hayden Gregory. 
Mr. GREGORY. DO you believe, Mr. Caplan, that there is need for 

Federal support for research in the cause of^crime, the origins of crime? 
Mr. CAPLAN. Yes. 
Mr. GREGORY. To what degree? What are some examples of some 

of the kinds of research j'ou would find or perhaps did find in this 
area? 

Mr. CAPLAN. I'd say the Institute did too little of it. It is not a type 
of research that produces sharp and clear answers. It is particularly 
difficult to design. 

I would say one area where it would be useful to know more would 
be about the relationship between employment and crime. Here there 
has been a lot of researcn that needs to be pulled together. There has 
been a lot of experience in job programs. 'The Congress has shown a 
great interest in it. There are views on diflFerent sides. And is is prob- 
ably one that we could learn much more about and turn that know- 
ledge into practice. 

Often the root causes are of such enormous proportions that they 
tend to dwarf even the crime problem. 

Mr. GREGORY. Taking that example of employment and crime and 
the nexus between the two, did you fund any projects in the 4 years 
you were Director of the Institute in that area? 

Mr. CAPLAN. We funded several preliminary studies but nothing 
of major scope. Several months before I left a large-scale effort, over 
a 5-year period at $300,000 a year, was contemplated. It is in the 
<levelopment process. It was started largely as a result of the hearing 
that I appeared at several years ago where Mr. Conyers and others— 
particularly Mr. Conyers—showed so much interest in the area. 
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Mr. GREGORY. Other witnesses appearing before the subcommittees 
have made the point that there is a need for a certain body of research 
which is probably only valuable to other researchers, in other words, 
knowledge-building-type research. Do you agree with that, and, again, 
did you fund any programs of that nature? 

Mr. CAPLAN. Yes. I missed the first part, that there is a need 
for  

Mr. GREGORY. For basic research which is, in the immediate future, 
at least, only valuable to other researchers; it is not valuable to the 
criminal justice community, such as gathering accurate information 
on which other research can be based. 

Mr. CAPLAN. Yes, I would agree with that. 
Mr. GREGORY. DO you think there was adequate support over the 

years in the Institute for that kind of research, or was there more 
pressure toward immediate results? 

Mr. CAPLAN. I would say it was a shortcoming of the Institute that 
it did not do enough of this kind of research, and for that reason, in 
my opening remarks, I emphasized continuity and stability as pre- 
requisites undertaking long-term research that does not have imme- 
diate yields, and that may not pan out. You study it for a number of 
years out there is nothing much to show for it. 

I would not make those efforts a dominant part of the Institute, 
but they should be a part of it, and it is a deficiency that it has not 
been done. I would say the atmosphere has not been .sympathetic 
to that kind of research. With encouragement from the Congress, it 
could be enhanced. 

Mr. GREGORY. What needs to be done to create the atmosphere 
or the structure that would overcome that? You indicate you would 
be willing to have the Institute remain within the Department of 
Justice. Wliat sort of steps should be taken legislatively or by the 
executive branch to properly insulate the Institute from improper 
pressures? 

Mr. CAPLAN. I think the Institute Director .should have the author- 
ity to commit funds—in a grant-making agency, that is where the 
power is. He should be a presidential appointment as well, to demon- 
strate symbolically that research is on a parity with other functions 
of the Department of Justice or LEAA. 

Mr. GREGORY. What about some sort of outside peer review or 
advisorygroup? Did you ever use a group such as that? Dr. Shah 
of NIMH yesterday spoke in very laudatory terms of that kind of 
process, and other witnesses have also. 

Mr. CAPLAN. On the review of individual projects, we used outside 
experts to advise. We did not have peer group review in the sense that 
NIMH uses the term. Our procedures were less structured and varied 
from project to project. In some cases, an internal task force would feel 
comfortable in making the final judgment. In others we'd want out- 
side help. 

I would say outsiders are helpful. There has to be a rugged review 
process. But I would be wary of formalizing it. Advisoiy groups tend 
to get in the business of making final decisions. I think it makes more 
sense for government employees to make them. But the use of advice 
is essential. 

Mr. CoNYERS. Does the gentleman from Ohio happen to have 
any questions? We were just winding up. 
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Mr. AsHBBOOK. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
Mr. ScHECER. It at this point you would tell the pentleman from 

Ohio the results of your Kansas C?ity effort, I think you would get a 
reaction from him. 

Mr. CAPLAX. Mr. Chariman, I think you are trying to get me in 
trouble. 

Mr. Ashbrook, I was referring to several studies in the police area 
that have been disheartening to investigators and to all of us, but I 
think in the long nm thej- will prove to be good news. One in Kansas 
City showed that citizens delay a very long time in calling the police 
after they have been victimized. And although the police capacity to 
make a response promptly has dramatically improved over the past 
10 years, citizens call somebody else before they call the police. As 
they so often do, the police miss an opportunitj- to make an arrest. 

And other studies have .shown—not necessarih' in Kansas City; 
we have studied other places—unless somebotly at the scene of the 
crime gives the officer an important clue as to the identity of the 
offender, the police capacity to find him is ven,' limited. 

Mr. AsHBROOK. It took a study to find that out? 
Mr. CAPI,AN. It took a lot of time and a lot of money. 
Mr. AsHBRooK. There aren't many Kojnks around. 
Mr. CAPLAX. XO, unfortunately. 
Mr. AsHBROoK. How much money did it take to find that o»it? 
Mr. CAPLAX. There is a total of three studies, two by a prior 

foundation, and one by us. And I'd saj' they are quite expensive—say 
$1.5 million. 

Mr. AsHBROOK. Well, Mr. Scheuer knows what my comment would 
be. I would doubt that that is worth it. 

Mr. ScHEtER. I really .set the gentleman up for you, John. It was 
a mean thing to do. 

I have one additional question. I am going to read a paragraph 
from a speech that is being made at the jiresent moment by Peter 
Flaherty, Deputy Attorney General of the United States, before the 
seminar on the managing of criminal justice programs, scheduled for 
9o' clock this moniing, Thursday, June 30, at the Washington Hilton 
Hotel. Mr. Flaherty is in the process of telling the assembled multitude 
the following. This is the last paragraph on page 3 of his remarks: 

A« for the research institute in LE.\A, I would fiivor Iceeping it in the Justice 
Department. I would like to see development and demonstration funds continued 
but only for projects that meet a stem test of prartieability. I would like no 
constraint on projects that have a high probability of success and would achieve 
results in a relatively short time. 

Mr. CAPLAX. I woiild be troubled by that approach, Mr. Chairman. 
All of us want to fund projects that have a high degree of probability 
of success, and that practitioners coidd make imme<liate use of. But 
these kinds of ambitions are imrealistic. 

Mr. ScHEiTER. Aren't there a lot of research projects you can 
envision that wouldn't have immediate possibilities of application, 
that would be knowledge-building? 

Mr. CAPLAN. Yes, I think that is right. If there is any lesson we 
have learned from this vast expenditure of Federal funds, it is that 
there are no shortcuts to crime control. We have tried them all. We 
have looked at court delay and narcotics, and we know the problem 
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is bigger than any one of them. It is going to be solved quickly. It is 
going to be solved by the slow and careful accumulation of knowledge 
m a large number of areas. Cumulatively there may be an impact on 
crime. There is going to be no single effort that will do it. So I would be 
veiy troubled by this approach which seems to be a recipe for simply 
doing what we did in the past in somewhat more elegant rhetoric. 

Mr. ScHEUER. Is there anybody here i-epresenting the Justice 
Department or Mr. Flaherty or the Attorney General? 

Mr. CoNYERS. I don't want to begin calling those kinds of witnesses. 
Mr. ScHEUER. I don't want to call them. It just seems to me there 

seems to be an extraordinary lack of commmiication between these 
two committees and the Justice Depaitmeut. We have had testimony 
from witness after witness after witness in which they say we must get 
away from the short fix, and here is Mr. Flaherty advocating that 
we do only the quick fix. And I would hope if there is anybody here 
from the Justice Department that they will carry the message to 
Garcia. 

I, for one, am chagrined and deeply disappointed tlmt Mr. Flaherty 
seems to have gained so little additional insight from the 3 days m 
healings that we have had already before today. 

I yield, Mr. Chairman. 
yiv. Co.NYERs. Well, I don't have any questions of the witness, and 

I want to thank you, Mr. Caplan, for joining us. We are going to have 
to move on. 

Mr. CAPL.\N. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
Mr. CoNYERS. Our next witness is Peter Bloch, staff director of the 

American Bar Association Commission on I^iaw and the Economy. He 
has had quite an experience in police-related projects and served on the 
Urban Institute. 

[The prepared statement of Mr. Bloch follows:] 

SPMM.\RT OF ORAL STATEMENT 

My pxporioncp in directing NILECJ fundod rospaich was related to two tf pics of 
prent potential for improving the performance of police agencies and, less directly, 
of the criminal justice system. These topics are: 

Neigkbnrhocd learn polking.—The decentralization of police services by delegat- 
ing the responsibility for services in an urban neighborhood of about 15,000 people 
to a police lieutenant and a team of about 30 officers, responsible for developing 
and implementing a police .services and enforcement plan suitable for the needs of 
the neighborhood; and 

Managing criminal investigations.—The idea that police sniccess in apprehending 
and prosecuting criminals depends on: (1) increased cooperation between officers 
conducting pioliniinary and follow-up investigations (usually patrol officers then 
detectives) and (2) on improved incentives for using care in investigation, for con- 
centrating investigative resources on promising cases and for successful prosecution. 

Both of these ideas are decentively simple. Successful implementation seems to 
depend more on the details of implementation than on the adoption of general 
principles. 

My experience with NILECJ has led me to accept the following principles: 
1. NILKCT has undertaken research with important policy implications and 

has played a role in increasing the awareness of police officials concerning some 
important aspects of their work. 

2. NILECJ has in the past beenim.able to develop meaningful policy experiments 
to te-t the effectiveness of either neighborhood team policing or managing criminal 
investigatifns. In both cases, it has h<irriedly designed demonstr.ition programs 
without adequate attention either to soci."il science metho<lology or to the develop- 
ment of adequate local support for the implementation of a v.nifonn, testable 
approach. 
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3. Progpram evaluators and implementers must be emplorcd by a criminal 
ja-itice research agency and mitst wcrk together to design experiment.*. 

4. It is possible to design a^^ful experiment*. The Police Foundation has had 
some success. LEA.\ may new be having some success in its study cf police response 
time in Kan.<:as City. 

5. Congres.s mu-'t be patient for results. Good research takes time to design, 
conduct, and evaluate and the results are disseminated slowly. 

TESTIMONY OF PETEE B. BLOCH, STAIF BIBECTOB, AMEKICAN BAK 
ASSOCIATION COMMISSION ON LAW ANB THE ECONOMY 

Mr. CoxYER-s. Where does j'our view come down on the question of 
the research institute, Mr. Bioch? 

Mr. BLOCH. -Mr. Conyers, I look forward to answering that ques- 
tion. I would like, if I could, to delay just a trifle. I have been verj- 
interested in the dialog that the committee has had with Mr. Caplan. 
My particular e.xpertise is in relationship to two programs that the 
Institute has been involved in, but that have also received funding 
from other sources: the management of criminal investigations, which 
Mr. Caplan identified as an extremely high priority project within the 
National Institute of Law Enforcement; and neighborhood team 
policing, which is directed to similar practical concerns about the 
improvement of police operations. 

If I could just talk a bit about those programs, I would like then to 
comment on general things about the National Institute. 

The neighborhood team policing program is one, Mr. Conyers, that 
you probably are familiar with in Detroit under the name of the beat 
commander system, and Mr. Scheuer may be familiar with it in New 
York under the name of Operation Neighborhood. 

The idea was one begim under the President's Crime Commission. 
It was developed at the Urban Institute to some extent by Patrick 
Murphy and myself, with Ford Foundation fimds. There was some 
testing in Detroit. There was an attempt to implement some of the 
concepts in New York City. And the National Institute of Law 
Enforcement paid to have a book on neighborhood team policing 
compiled which represents the experience of those two cities, plus 
some others that we were fortunate enough to be able to visit for 3 
or 4 days each. 

The concept of neighborhood team policing is that the pohce 
response to a community's problems needs to be acknowledgeable, 
that it helps to decentralize a police agency so that there is a lieutenant 
and a small team of officers responsible for police services and crime 
control within a neighborhood. And they are responsible for learning 
about that neighborhood, working with the citizens of that com- 
munity, developing a police services and crime control program and, 
if possible, being a constructive force, not only withjn their own 
operations  

Mr. CONYERS. Wait a minute now. Are we going to have a recita- 
tion of a project you got hired to operate on? 1 mean what has that 
got to do with the cuestion bofore us? 

Mr. BLOCH. Well, Mr. Conyers, the reason I want to testify on 
these two programs is because they were then followed up by the 
National Institute. And I think both the accomplishment of the 
Institute in implementing these programs and some of the problems, 



215 

some of the fiimblts that occurred, indicate some things about the basic 
operation of the National Institute and also about ways in which the 
program can be improved in the futtire. I think they do bear on the 
possible improvement of the National Institute. 

Mr. CoxYERS. Maybe they do; maybe they don't. But the reason 
I can't tell is you haven't submitted a prepared statement, so I don't 
know where this is going to lead. Can you summarize this in about 
5 or 6 minutes? 

Mr. BLOCK. Mr. Conyers, I have submitted a one-page summary 
which apparently is not in your possession. 

Mr. CoNYER.s. A one-page summary? No; it hasn't been in my 
possession. 

But the point I want to get to in the testimony is let's hook this 
up a little bit faster. We don't want to go into a project analysis. I 
mean that is not going to prove anything. Neighborhood team 
policing—I am very anxious to hear what you are going to say is the 
summary of the effect of it, because I understand people are now 
recommending one policeman units now. 

Mr. BLOCH. I could short circuit the program descriptions if j'ou 
prefer. The point is there is substantial police and other support for 
the two concepts that were involved in the programs in which I have 
clone research, and the National Institute, having developed in the 
Office of Technology Transfer, ha\'ing developed a description of the 
best that is known about these programs, then went on to a demon- 
stration phase in which a good deal more money was spent in training 
and evaluation. And I am afraid that the design of those programs 
was unpeded by the way the Institute is structured, partly because 
there are separate offices of Technoloprj' Transfer and an Office of 
Evaluation, and partly by the way in which the Institiite is staflFed. 

But operating under substantial time pressures, in order to further 
learn about these two important programs, the Institute developed 
programs in which they sot sites for further testing through their 
regional offices which resulted in a sjjread of sites around the country 
which is politically advantageous, and they did not pay enough 
attention to carefully designing what thej^ would want to test, what 
they would reqiiire these individual sites to implement, and how 
they were going to find out about those programs. 

That ha])pened in part because the Office of Technology Transfer 
is a sales agency within the Institute of Law Enforcement; it is not a 
research agency. And there was insufficient attention paid to either 
the methodological problems that need to be faced in order to learn 
from a widescale demonstration or to input from the practitioners who 
could tell what the practical problems were with implementation of 
some of these concepts. 

In addition, there wasn't sufficient groundwork with the agencies 
that were going to be involved in these demonstrations so it would 
be possible to know the extent to which their cooperation could be 
expected or the extent to which they would implement these concepts. 

Jn these two national demonstration programs organized by LEAA 
there were extremely important concepts to be tested that could 
improve the way in which information is gathered and the police deal 
with the community and the way the police prosecute criminals, and 
my fear is that in order to sell these programs and claim success, 
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LEAA nished too much and didn't do the necessary groundwork in 
order to accomplish things. 

I think there are some lessons to be drawn by this committee 
about LEAA on this score. 

One is, I think it would be extremely helpful if the Institute had 
quahiied methodological personnel and personnel who were experi- 
enced with the field problems working together in the design of impor- 
tant demonstrations. These need to be liigh-quality personnel who, 
I am afraid, occur occasionally within the National Institute but are 
not typical of the personnel that arc found within the Institute. They 
need to be working together, and they need to be given ample time 
to plan large-scale demonstrations, and the details of how information 
is to be collected and gathered have to be worked out at the same time 
the programs are. What I am saying is elementary to those who have 
thought about program evaluation. 

First, they organized the neighborhood team policing demonstration 
program, and then repeated their mistakes in the managing criminal 
mvestigations program which is being implemented now, and they 
did that after they had a conference with five people who are familiar 
with the research and the need for improving the management of 
criminal investigations. And I think they did it because they felt time 
pressure to do something and get it out in the field and be visible 
about it, and were not willing to pay attention to very important 
policy considerations in order to do something from which this country 
could learn. 

I think that was why the staff talked to me about testifying. 
I have other observations. 
Mr. Chairman, do you have some questions? 
Mr. CoxYERs. Well, I have this to s»iy. 
You know, creating a National Institute outside of the Justice 

Department was recommended yesterday by the American Bar 
Association representative, and it sounded like a pretty good way to 
isolate our whole research effort. Today, listening to the Deputy 
Attorney General's comments that are being given this morning a» 
reported by the chairman, I am beginning to wonder what we are 
getting into here. I think this is a precise instance of being caught 
between a rock and a hard place, and it is going to turn on what kind 
of attitude is in the Department of J\istice. I mean, speaking through 
this witness, if we don't have the kind of attitude that is going to 
sanction legislation—at least he has been candid enough to tell us 
up front they want high success, immediate-application-type activ- 
ities, which means we are back into applied science sj'stems, gadgetrj', 
and the whole thing that reverses what we are supposed to be learning 
after 8 years of fumbling around with LEAA. 

Now, that makes the ABA proposal look extremely interesting in 
the light of just what has gone on recently. 

I must say that I have been of a mind to leave the research arm in 
the Department of Justice, but the question now is what for? 

Mr. BLOCH. I'd like to agree to some extent with Mr. Flaherty but 
join you in disagreeing with another portion of what he said. The quote 
from Mr. Scheuer, read before, said he was advocating; the development 
of funds for projects that meet a stem test of practicality. He then went, 
on to say there should be payoff in a short time. 
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I would agree we can apply a stem test of practicality, but as the 
fifth in my prepared summary suggests, a payoff in a short time is not 
practical. 

Mr. CoNYERS. But how can a researcher start off knowing how 
practical a subject is going to be? That contradicts the whole nature 
of science, it would seem to me. I mean if we could practically start off 
on a project—you know, we take these system tilings that are totally 
impracticable. What about the walking shoes idea and the beefed-up 
police cml We came up with gadgetry that should have been laughed 
out of the office that was funded seriously until enough jjeople began to 
ask them what they were doing. We rationalized sending cannons into 
little pohce stations in the Midwest and television scanning in front of 
police stations, as if that was the most vulnerable place of attack in the 
city. 

You know, we have refuted a test of practicality at the most logical 
level, and you are suggesting that we ought to sanction a stern test of 
practicality as a cruide to the kind of research we want to get into. 

Well, if you think I am in disagreement with that view, you're 
right. 

Mr. BLOCH. Mr. Conyers, in terms of wonls, I think I agree with 
what you said, but when I say "stern test of practicality," I believe it 
requires a sensitivity to what the criminal justice system is about. It 
requires a knowledge that the police operate within a society, and that 
there is a relationship among the i)arts of the criminal justice system 
and that technology for its own sake may be practical in a very 
nan'ow sense but may not be practical in terms of the needs of the 
Nation. I just feel that there is a difference between the kind of aca- 
demic research which often has gone on in this county, which is, I 
think, for pubUcation's sake and for the interest of the academic 
community  

Mr. CoNVERS. But not in the criminal field. I'd like 3'ou to just, even 
after this hearing, submit to to me a list of what you woukl consider 
to be impractical or theoretical research activities that were funded 
in the area of criminal justice. I mean we are almost embarrassingly 
short of any intellectual approach to his area. And it may be because 
it's new. I don't say we should have a great body of it. But in this area, 
we are embarrassingly short of any sort of long-range studies that go 
to causation or root causes. There was very little of that. That was 
precisely what I infer was frowned on during these first 8 years. 

Mr. ScHEUER. Will the chairman yield? 
Mr. CONYERS. Of course. 
Mr. ScHEUER. I would think that the research institute ought to be 

engaged in other things than protlucing hardware and technology. 
Taking a random group of young kids we have to know wliich are the 
ones w'lio are going to engage in violent activity as a fidl-time occupa- 
tion. What makes them clo it? And what makes the others work hard 
at school—incentives, motivations, deterrents. I don't know whether 
research into these esoteric elements of behavioral science would meet 
Mr. Flaherty's stern test of practicality with a qnick, short-term result. 

I also would like to have you tell me whether you think that the 
Institute Director, Mr. Cai)lan's successor, could go to one of our great 
universities and ask them to set up a research project on deterrence, 
on motivation, on incentives, on the whole group of questions of what 
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makes people cng:age in criminal activity, and give us some clues as to 
what some counterprograms could be. 

Could they be motivated? We have had a lot of trouble getting first- 
class researchers in the scientific community involved in the work of 
the Institute. You heard Gerry Caplan testify to that effect. Do you 
think a "stern test of practicaUty which would achieve results in a 
relatively short period of time" is going to ease the job of Mr. Caplan's 
successor in attracting the highest quality of scientific research per- 
sonnel into the Institute from the great universities and foundations? 
Do you think it will make it easy? 

^ir. BLOCH. I would consider the projects you are talking about to 
meet my test of practicality. They are very important and, therefore, 
of great practical importance to the way the criminal justice system 
is run. I can't speak for Mr. Flaherty and didn't come here to defend 
him. I think the problem with getting people from the research 
community involved is the way tne research program of LEAA is 
fashioned does not result in defining projects in which that community 
is interested. And because the personnel at LEAA are not the kind of 
people who generally have done good research themselves or have 
directed research projects themselves, they therefore find it difficult 
to identify good research proposals and separate those proposals from 
other proposals that they may receive. I think they have difficulty 
encouraging good research because they are not themselves top 
researchers. And I think it would be very helpful to have top re- 
searchers involved within the National Institute. 

Now, unfortunately the history of LEAA has accumulated a lot of 
people who are trying to fund research who are not suited to do that. 
There are also some very important exceptions. But unfortunately, 
a large number of the employees of LEAA have never done good 
research, have never directed research, and they can't recognize good 
research or seek it out. And the Director of the Institute cannot be 
expected to do that by himself. He is going to need help. 

Mr. CoNYERS. Are there any other questions? 
[No response.] 
Mr. CoNYERS. Well, we want to thank you. You have stimulated a 

good deal of discussion and hopefully some thought of the sub- 
committees and staff in terms of what our ultimate direction is going 
to be. It is not an easy judgment that we can arrive at, and it is 
based on a lot of things that we have to sort of grope for. So we 
appreciate your coming with us, Mr. Bloch. 

-Sir. BLOCH. Thank you. 
Mr. CoNYEHs. We have a senior fellow from the Center for Crime 

and Justice, the Academy for Contemporary Problems, Mr. John 
Conrad, former Director of Research for the U.S. Bureau of Prisons, 
former chief of the Center for Crime Prevention and Rehabilitation, 
and a professor in several areas. 

We welcome you here today, sir. 

TESTIMONY OF JOHN CONRAD, FORMER CHIEF OF THE CENTER 
FOR CRIME PREVENTION AND REHABILITATION, LAW ENFORCE- 
MENT ASSISTANCE ADMINISTRATION 

Mr. CONRAD. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
Mr. CoNYERS. We do have your prepared statement. 
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Mr. CONRAD. I do have a prepared statement, and if you like I 
will read it to you, or if you would prefer I will skim through it and 
be prepared to answer questions, whichever your pleasure is, sir. 

Mr. CoNTERs. Well, could you skip both of those and let's get to 
the questions. We've got the statement. 

Could you just summarize it for a few minutes? 
Mr. Co.VRAD. Yes, I will do that. I prepared my statement around 

four case e.xamples which illuminate certain principles for the orga- 
nization and proper management of the Institute. And in preparmg 
my statement, I nad to rely entirely on memory. I have no notes or 
files on which to draw, so I might be challengable on detail, but in the 
general outline of the case examples, I think I am correct in my 
statement. 

I also want to say I have taken the liberty of naming some names 
and have not done this invidiously. I don't want my comments to 
be taken as the aspersions of a former disaffected employee of the 
Institute, but on the other hand, I don't see how it is possible to 
discuss the case e.xamples intelligently or clearly without identifying 
some people from my experience. 

Mr. ScHEUER. We took all those references to be made far more 
in sorrow than anger. 

Mr. CONRAD. More in sorrow than anger. But I don't want any 
invidious construction made by my statement if I can help it. 

Also, I should point out that it is 5 years since I left the Institute, 
and the examples I give are not exactly recent history and some 
improvements have been made since the horror stories I am about 
to recite took place. 

The first case leads up to the principle that provision should always 
be made for some kind of peer review in the approval of any grant 
over some minimum amount. I am a little uncertain as to what the 
minimum amount ought to be in view of the changing value of the 
dollar, but 1 would say at least any grant over the size of $50,000 to 
$75,000 ought to have some kind of peer review. Below that I think, 
in the interest of expeditious handling of small grants, the Institute 
staff itself ought to have some latitude to approve a promising small 
grant. And there should be some small grants. A great deal of valuable 
work, some of the most valuable work that was done while I was in 
the Institute, was for sums of as little as $5,000 or $6,000. 

Established panels of famous experts, such as the NIMH relies on, 
have always seemed undesirable to me, particularly as they get better 
and better acquainted with each other and better and better estab- 
lished in their duties. I would prefer to rely on the Institute staff to 
choose three to five persons with recognized e.xpertise in the area in 
which the proposal falls, but there can be no question of the necessity 
of peer review and its benefits in the improvement of the Institute's 
work. 

Now, the case I wanted to tell you about here has already been 
mentioned by Mr. Caplan as one of the outstanding pieces of work 
the Institute has conducted. 

In the fall of 1969, Prof. Oscar Newman, a young architect then on 
the faculty of the Columbia University School of Architecture, came 
to us with an unsolicited proposal to conduct studies leading to design 
directives to reduce the alarming incidence of crime in inner city 
housing projects in such locations as New York City, Clevelana, 
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Newark, anil San Francisco. HLs concept was that crime in public 
housing was largely the result of the tenants of these facilities having 
to live in essentially public space, unprotected from intrusion. He 
argued that ordinary middle-class householders are to some e.\tent 
shielded from molestation by tlefensible buffer zones around their 
domiciles. He believed that new public housing shoukl be designed 
to provide the individual tenant with "defensible space" arountf the 
f(remises he occupies. He also proposed to proviile design directives 
or the modification of existing housing projects so that indefensible 

space could be made as defensible as possible under the circumstances. 
The proposal was obviously in the domain of crime prevention and 

rehabilitation and was therefore assigned to my center. 1 made contact 
with social scientists in the Department of Housing and Urban 
Development to obtain their views about its feasibility. Thej' were 
well acquainted with Mr. Newman and had some reservations about 
his ideas. 

Nevertheless, the attractiveness of his plans led Mr. Ruth and me 
to pursue the proj)osal further. We invited an interdisciplinary group 
of social scientists, architects, public housing administrators, and 
other interested i)artics to join with us in a seminar review of the 
hyi)0theses, the research design, and the probable u.sefulncss of any 
positive findings and recommendations. 

Based on a general consensus protluced by the majority of this 
seminar, we decided to go ahead with the grant. The project was 
successful. It resulted in a book which has been widely ami resjiectfully 
revieweil. Many of Mr. Newman's ideas have been applied in housing 
project redesign. The conce|)t of defensible space has become one of 
the few notions accepted as effective in the field of crime prevention. 

Despite the reservations of Associate Administrator Clarence Coster, 
who was reluctant to j)rovide secontl-year funding for the memorable 
reason that he "did not want to see Mr. Newman build his profes- 
sional reputation at the e.xpen.se of LEAA," the grant was continued 
for 3 years, well past the time of my resignation. 

In this case history, we see the Institute functioning rather well 
for an agency m its first year of operations. Indeed, it was one of the 
few cases I can recall when we did what shoukl have been done. There 
was careful advance discussion of the project with the proposed 
project director, a thorough peer review before the grant was made 
and, most important, a successful outcome in terms of the product of 
the whole enter]>rise. Periodic site visits were made, and progress 
reports gave us a regular pers])ective on Mr. Newman's problems 
and achievements. Mr. Newman's rejjorts have been widely dissemi- 
nated in many difTcrent forms and media. I cannot and do not claim 
any special credit. The contribution of a monitor to a succes.sful 
project is not particularly important, even though the blame which 
must be assigned to him in tlie case of an unsuccessful project can 
be very heavy indeed. 

Mr. CoNYEKs. Pardon me. Mr. Witness. I am going to a.sk you to 
summarize because we could get into a long discussion on just how 
great this notion of defensible space wa.s. I mean some peoj)le thought 
Jt was a great idea. Others thought it was less than a great idea. 

What <lo you suggest it proved? 
Mr. (oNHAD. Well, I think that this was one of the few cases during 

the 3 years I was with the Institute in which a satisfactory process 
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was carried out, more or less by accident, from begrinning to end. We 
were uneasy about the reservations of people in the Department of 
Housing: and Urban Development about Mr. Newman, and as a result 
we «lecitled we'd better get a thorough discussion with e.xperts in the 
field. We were able to recruit a number of people from Harvard and 
C^olumbia and the University of Pennsylvania to join us in a discussion 
of the project and the ideas that Mr. Newman had and the feasibility 
of his approach. 

I feel that that was the kind of jjeer review which should take place 
in the review of any project of this magnitude. 

Mr. Newman's project, as I recall, was budgeted at around $150,000 
annually for '.i years. 1 feel that here we have a case where Mr. Newman 
and the Institute were in satisfactory collaboration. But the Institute 
at the same time was able to draw on the independent expertise of 
jjeople who could make jutlgments about the feasibility and the 
wLxdom of the ideas which he had. 

N'ow, I am aware that there are peojile who have some reservations 
about the defensible space concept. I think these reservations can be 
<lefeated, and in review with you, Mr. Chairman, in another place, I'd 
be happy to discuss them with you. But the point I wish to stress 
here is peer review and |>eer review of a kind which I don't think even 
takes j)lace in the Institute with oral interchange among the various 
experts on hand to study it. 

Mr. CoNYERS. We appreciate that point because I think there is 
no one on either of the subcommittees that would disagree with you 
there. And I think for that puriwse it is a valid example. 

Mr. ToNRAD. Yes. Now, the second |>oint follows almost inevitably 
from this on the second case, which refei-s to my attempt to work witn 
Prof. Vincent O'Leary of the State University of New York at Albany, 
and now the president of that univei-sity, an unusually gifted and 
able man, to develop a project for the study of adult prisons in the 
sense of making some judgments about the empirical basis for the 
standards of practice and administration of prisons which had been 
enunciated by the National Crime Commission in 1967 antl 1968, and 
later in the standards for the National Advisory Commission on 
Criminal Justice Stan<lards and Goals. 

I felt at that time very uncomfortable, because I had been involved 
in both task forces, about the process of making pronouncements 
about stamlards, about the size of a prison or the size of a probation 
caseload or the qualifications of probation officers, and so on, without 
any empirical or statistical or research support for these standards. 

I felt at that time that one area in which we certainly needed a 
great deal of help was what should a prison really be like? What can 
science really tell us about the pro|)er size of a prison, about the 
I)roper administration of a prison, what kinds of |)rograms ought to 
)e going on? And I enlisted the interest of Professor O'l^eary and his 

colleague, Prof. Donald Newman, both of them outstanding re- 
searchers in the field of criminal justice. 

They submitted a proposal, a |)roposnl which I felt was quite 
adequate. Because of time pressures and because of overconfidence on 
my own part, I presented the proj)osal without peer review—we 
hadn't been tloing j)eer review anyway—and the Director of the 
Institute at that time made a flat rejection of the proposal on the 
basis that he felt that Professoi- O'Leary and Professor Newman were 
merely a couple of college professors that wanted some money. 
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I was unable to persuade the Director to reverse his stand. I was 
unable to persuade the Director to take any steps to obtain outside 
peer review. The rejection was flat, complete, ano final. 

That leads me to the second principle that decisions about approval 
should never be left exclusively in the hands of the Director, no matter 
how well qualified he mav be. No institute director should want such 
power. It preferably woultl be review by peers, administrative review 
oy the Director, and quarterly approval oy what I would propose to 
be an Institute council, which would have a leoral status and standing 
in law, and which would have the final signoff right and responsibility 
on any project. 

Mr. CoNYERs. Did you hear Mr. Caplan review the tortured process 
through which a signoff operated? 

Mr. CONRAD. I did, and I think a great deal of what Mr. Caplan 
had to say relates to the internal inefficiencies of the Institute and the 
appalling process which the Institute has had to go through in obtain- 
ing approval from the LEAA Administrator. 

One of the most frustrating parts of my work was when a project 
had been approved by the Director—and many of my projects were 
approved by the Director. This isolated case I mention here is sort of 
a horror story of a case in which the Institute made an e.vtremely bad 
name for itself with a number of people. 

Mr. CoNYERs. But Mr. Caplan's recitation seemed like a horror 
story to me. Here is a Director with comptrollers and whoever else 
rame along with final signoff authority. It was out of his control. I'd 
xtluch rather combine your recommendation of peer review with the 
Director having the final authority so it vests somewhere. 

Mr. CONRAD. I would assume, Mr. Chairman, that the recommenda- 
tion of the Director to the Institute council would be a recommenda- 
tion which would be accepted almost always, except where some 
serious reservations have been advanced by outside persons who wish 
to present a competing view. 

Mr. CoNYERS. If the peer review appraisal is negative, then I 
would think the Director would have to assume the responsibility 
if he signs off on the project. But to vest it somewhere out beyond 
the Director runs in the face of all the bad experiences we have 
already had. 

Mr. CONRAD. I felt, Mr. Chairman, thinking about what I would 
have done had I been in Mr. Slott's role at that time, and unfamiliar 
with the subject matter as Mr. Slott was, if I had had any doubts 
about it, I would have felt better about having a commission to 
present a case to before making any final approval or rejection under 
those circumstances. A council of that kind—I draw the idea from the 
councils which govern the National Institutes of Health and which 
make the final decisions for those Institutes would be a wise and 
desirable way of assuring the legitimacy of the expenditure of public 
fimds on research projects. 

Mr. CoNYERS. Well, you don't want the Director to have the 
signoff authority. He didn't have the sign-off authority and still 
doesn't. 

Mr. CONRAD. NO, but he did have the power of rejection, and after 
Mr. Slott had turned me do%vn on Professor dreary's proposal, 
I was in the unfortunate situation of having no place to go. I could 
not go over Mr. Slott's head. 
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Mr. CoNYERs. All right. Let's try your third horror story. 
Mr. CONRAD. The third principle I have is that the Institute should 

publish an annual research plan—and to some extent it is true the 
priorities should be related to the body of existing research in the 
whole field and to the extent possible they should be tied to future 
research objectives. 

As an example, a national jail census is necessarily antecedent lo- 
an assessment of the positive and negative impacts of jail programs. 
Such an assessment must be carried out before we can make empirically 
based decisions. There are many years of research to be done on jails, 
and my point is that in the plan for the Institute research there should 
be provision for a continuing study of jails, building on the existing 
national jail census, which does exist and is very efficient; but further 
initiatives to make some judgments as to what can be done to reduce 
jail populations, what kind of people do have to be placed in jail, 
•what kmd of people can be released from jail on their own recognizance 
or can be disposed of in some other way not available and research 
of tins kind should be going on now. I don't know that it is. 

Mr. CoNYERS. Do you support the moratorium on prison 
construction? 

Mr. CONRAD. I am not an unqualified supporter of the moratorium, 
sir. I do feel, however, that we probably have all the jails and all the 
prisons we really need now in most States. In some States, notably 
mv own State of Ohio, where we have some appallingly inadequate 
jails and prisons and some jails that are really not fit for a zoo, let 
alone human beings, I think it would be very desirable to say that 
the jnoratorium doesn't apjjiy. And there are many southern States 
in which the same is true. I support the moratorium for a State like 
California which has more than enough quite adequate prisons, but 
not all States are as fortunate as California. 

Going on to the fourth principle, I wanted to say something about 
the national assessment of juvenile corrections, which I think might 
have been one of my successes had it not had a great deal of inter- 
ference from the Administrator, Mr. Velde, who, for reasons I never 
was able to fathom, saw fit to cut off the funding to the extent of about 
50 percent of the final year, thereby making it impossible for the staff 
at the University of Michigan, sir, to complete its work. 

And the national assessment of juvenile corrections is an example 
of the kind of program on which a great deal of building can be done 
in the course oi a general research plan which shoidd be considered as a 
matter of one of the major continuities in the Institute's life. The re- 
search plan should be annually reviewed to determine where we are 
now on the plan and what should be built into the plan in the future 
on the basis of what we know now. 

My fourth principle is that major projects usually require several 
years to complete. Their progress shoulcl be monitoreil by staff, and 
expenditures should be carefully reviewed to assure that deviations 
from the budget are consistent with objectives and justifiable, but 
cash flow should never be interrupted, nor should major adjustments 
to budget be made by the Institute without full review by the council. 

Now, the importance of this principle may be not apparent to people 
who have never worked on a research project, but what the Institute 
became famous for in most of the imiversities of the country, and one 
of the many reasons why many univei-sity people are reluctant to get 
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themselves involved in Institute programs, is that the Institute's 
business procedures depend upon the idea of an annual project review 
on any project being planned for a period of years. During the period 
of this project review, cash flow may be susj)ended until the review is 
complete. This may be a matter of months. 

The most remarkable exam|)le of this, I think, has been in the 
national assessment of juvenile corrections, in which Professor Vinter 
and Professor Sarri of the University of Michigan were forced to wait 
for 3 or 4 months at a time before being assured that their project 
could continue, during which time they would lo.se valuable staff, a 
great deal of momentum, and the morale that any kind of enterprise 
needs if it is going to maintain continuity. 

The importance the purpose of the Institute which we are here to 
discuss today, should be obvious. The importance of developing better 
business procedures, and the avoidance of procedures which may be 
satisfactory to an accovmtant but which make it impossible for a 
researcher to work, are not to be overlooked. 

Mr. CoNYERS. CouKl you conclude so that we can get into some 
questions? 

Mr. CONRAD. Pardon? 
Mr. CoNTERs. Can you conclude so that we can pet into questions 

as soon as jiossible? 
Mr. CONRAD. Yes. The final point I would like to make is what 

should be done with the Institute. I would like to address that because 
you have in the previous discussion this morning raised several 
questions which sound to me as though there is some uncertainty as 
to what should be done. 

In the first place, I think it should be continued. I think the Institute 
is a badly needed agency, and its work is important and should be 
continued for at least the ne,\t 10 years. 

It should, however, be removed from the LEAA. The experience 
of the last 6 years has been demoralizing and frustrating, and it has 
done a great deal to establish a bad reputation for the Institute in the 
universities. 

The Institute ideally .should be i)laced in the National Science 
Foimdation as a discrete entity. The National Science Foimdation 
is in the business of research, and both the National Science Founda- 
tion and the Institute conduct a great deal of social science and 
similar research which can assure the maintenance of standards which 
the Institute has not yet been able to achieve. 

I want the Director to be accountable to someone. I think his best 
accountiibility should be to an Institute Council. I think there are 
other possibilities, such as, if it is necessary to keep it in the Depart- 
ment of Justice, he might bo accountable directly to the Attorney 
General. But there must be some basis for establishing his account- 
ability. 

If the Institute cannot be placed in the National Science Foundation, 
it should be placed as a distant second choice in the Office of Policy 
Planning of the Department of Justice which, of course, would have 
to be reorganized. 

And finally, I say let's charter the Institute for the next 10 years and 
then subject it to congressional review to determine whether it con- 
tin\ies to be needed and, if so, what it should do. 

Thank you, Mr. Chairman. That concludes my testimony. 
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Mr. CoNYERs. I apprecinte your comments, Professor Conrad. 
I'd like to recognize Subcommittee Counsel Stovall who has a 

question. 
Mr. STOVALL. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
Professor, do you have any estimate as to what percentage of the 

funding ought to be applied to what we are calling here basic research 
as opposed to applied research? 

Mr. CoxRAD. I have a gi'eat deal of difficulty intellectually dis- 
criminating between basic and applied research. However, if we are 
talking about the kind of research which Mr. Velde was fond in recent 
years of having the Institute sponsor, such as a study of policemen's 
shoes, T think zero percentage of the Institute's funds should go into 
projects of that kind. 

(3n the other hand, I think that any kind of research that the Insti- 
tute should vmdertake should, to use the Deputy Attorney General's 
phrase, meet the stem test of practicality, in the sense there is nothing 
so practical as a good theory. I doubt whether that is what Mr. 
Flaherty meant, but on the other hand, I do feel that we should be 
thinking as we start off our projects, such as the project on defensible 
space or the National Assessment of Juvenile Corrections, where will 
this lead? Is there some distant payoff, that knowing what we will 
find out from this study will justify the study in years to come. 

But I completely a^ee with Mr. Bloch that very few studies of 
this kind can be done m a matter of weeks and months. 

Mr. STOVALL. Are you aware of other witness' testimony saying 
that this kind of long-term research might take 5, 10, 15, or 20 years? 
Do you think this is an adequate time period? 

Xlr. CONRAD. Some kinds of research I can imagine, simply because 
of the need to find over a period of years what the effect of actions 
taken at some time in an individual's life or in an organization's life 
may be as to remote consequences in later years—I favor doing that 
kind of research, and I think some of it should be done. If we are 
talking about that as essentially basic research, I would say that may- 
be 10, 15, 20 percent of the Institute's funding should be dedicated 
to such research if, and only if, there is confidence on the part of the 
Institute Council that over time such a project is leading to a worth- 
while result. 

Mr. STOVALL. Ai-e you suggesting now that in the structm-es that 
you have enumerated, even if the first option you propose is imple- 
mented, that all research, including applied research as well as the 
basic long-term, if I may, research, should be under the auspices of 
the National Science Foundation? 

Mr. CONRAD. The structure which I would like to su^^est to you is 
that the Director of the Institute be nominated by the Director of the 
National Science Foundation to the Institute council, which would be 
a Presidentially appointed body. 

The Director of the Institute would have a signoff authority with 
the approval of the council on projects and proposals, and also on the 
general research plan. 

The National Science Foundation's authority over the Institute 
would be merely to house it and to help it maintain proper standards 
of research management and research administration. 

The atmosphere at the National Science Foundation is entirely 
favorable to that kind of attitude toward  research, and  I doubt 
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whether the LEAA attitude will ever be much different than what it 
is now. 

Mr. STOVALL. YOU say on page 16 of your prepared remarks, "It 
should be understood that the Director need not be an attorney." 

Why did you say that, sir? 
Mr. CONRAD. The Director what? 
Mr. STOVALL. This is referring to page 16 of your remarks where 

you say that the National Science Foundation should incorporate 
the Institute as a discrete entity, and if the Director of the Institute 
should be nominated, as you say, you make a point that it should be 
understood that the Director should not be an attorney. 

Mr. CONRAD. Need not be an attorney. 
Mr. STOVALL. Are you proposing that the Director be someone 

other than an attorney, and I'd like to know why, sii-. 
Mr. CONRAD. I think the Director need not be an attorney. He 

may be an attorney, but I think his qualifications must include also 
some experience in the conduct and administration of research. Most 
of the Institute Directors, with the exception of Mr. Slott, have been 
attorneys, and that has been tboir sole qualification. In the case of 
Mr. Ruth, it worked out rather well. In the case of Mr. Danziger, it 
did not. 

Mr. STOVALL. SO it is not the fact they were attoneys; it is the 
fact that you didn't agree with the Directors' policies; is that correct? 

Mr. CONRAD. NO, sir, I think it is necessar\- for an attorney to 
have e.xperience over and above and beyond his practice of law in 
order to function effectively as a director of a research institute. I 
don't mean to cast aspersions upon the ui-actice of law or the qualifica- 
tions of lawyers. I merely say that I tiiink that a lawyer who is ap- 
pointed to the Institute solely on the basis of his proficiency in law 
doesn't bring enough to the job. 

Mr. STOVALL. If I may, what percentage of the funds, if you can 
give us a generalized statement, during your tenure with the Institute 
were devoted to the basic type of research, and what percentage were 
applied  

^Ir. CONRAD. During my tenure in the Institute, we had three 
major divisions conducting research, one on courts and administra- 
tion of justice by the courts. As I recall, the percentage of funds which 
was allocated to them was in the order of 10 to 15 percent of the In- 
stitute's budget, and great difficulty was found in fiiuling adequate 
projects even to meet that requirement. 

Mr. STOVALL. YOU are saying 10 to 15 percent of  
Mr. CONRAD. Of the total Institute budget. 
Mr. STOVALL. Was for what? 
Mr. CONRAD. For research having to do with the administration 

of justice in the courts. 
Mr. STOVALL. OK. I am wondering if you could give me an over- 

view, or is that not possible? 
Mr. CONRAD. How much was basic research and how much was 

applied research? 
Mr. STOVALL. Right. 
Mr. CONRAD. I would say as an overview we probably spent—and 

this again is a guess—but I would imagine between 25 and 35 percent 
on projects which would qualify as fundamental research. There was 
a great deal of money spent on developing a radio receiver which 



227 

f)oliceraen could carry in one hand and would have the other hand 
ree for what policemen have to do. A very large amount of the money 

of the Institute that vear was spent on that project, probably in the 
neighborhood of another 25 or 35 percent. 

Mr. STOVALL. You are saying of the entire Institute's budget? 
Mr. CONRAD. Yes. A very large percentage was spent on radio 

transmission because it was believed this would be a payoff which 
would demonstrate the value of the Institute to the police community. 

Mr. STOVALL. You are saying now that the percentage of long-term 
or basic research, in your opinion, could be 10 or 15 percent of the 
total research budget and that would satisfy you; is that right? 

Mr. CONRAD. The distribution which I would like to see is 10 or 
15 percent of the budget going to very long term projects which 
mignt be in the order of 5 to 10 years, and the remainder of it going 
into projects which might have an earlier application—within a 
matter of 2, 3, and 4 years. 

Relatively little work can be done in this field which can be paid 
off and the final report can be written in 1 year. 

Mr. STOVALL. I just want to say, I obser\'e, then, that you disagree 
with the concept that perhaps half of the funds should lie developed 
for long-term basic research and half used on immediate needs; is 
that correct, sir? Do you agree with that? 

Mr. CONRAD. If we are talking about long-term research in terms 
of 10 to 20 years, I question the value of that. I think an investment 
in that is always going to be risky, and 20 years from now we may 
wonder what in the world possessed us to put so much money into a 
project which 20 years later doesn't seem relevant any more. 

Mr. STOVALL. Thank you very much, Dr. Conrad. 
Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
Mr. CoNYERS. Subcommittee Counsel Gregory, questions. 
Mr. GREGORY. It is pretty difficult, Mr. Conrad, for us to get into 

questions of ]>ersonality and personnel, but at the same time it may 
be that the w&y an organization like the Institute is structured may 
have some effect on that and may be reflected in the personnel. You 
have been, in that respect, verj' critical of the leadership of Mr. 
Danziger, who is well known to a number of us here. And we found 
him to be a pretty thoughtful, intelligent fellow. I wonder if you had 
any thoughts about where he might have gone wrong in the nature 
of the program, in the nature of the staff there. 

I note j'ou say in connection with the impact cities so far as the 
professional staff was concerned, "There was never any agreement 
about impact cities beyond a muted opposition to Mr. Danziger's 
high-spirited initiative." 

Mr. CONRAD. YOU are quite correct. Mr. Danziger is a man of 
considerable intelligence and ability. I suspect he is a verj^ able at- 
torney, although I never discussed his competence in the practice of 
law with an attorney. But I think his administration of the Institute 
was a disaster. 

In the first place, he immediately upon assuming office reorganized 
the Institute without consultation with the staff and without any 
preparation of the staff that changes might be made or would be 
made. The reorganization was poorly thought through and resulted 
in the power and the monitoring of projects being delegated to very 
young people, recently out of college, most of them without graduate 
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education, and making decisions about projects of considerable mo- 
ment without guidance from anyone. 

He organized the senior staff into a group which was supposed to 
do basic research, and he never told us what kind of basic research 
he wanted us to do. He never worked out with us budget plans which 
would make it possible for us to do it, and the result was that many 
of us founil ourselves in frustration doing whatever we could find 
to do, but without any organized effort to see that it added up to 
anything significant. 

f found myself during the few months I stayed after Danziger 
came reviewing projects and consulting with various project directors 
who I had known previously and were interested in getting my opinions 
and advice, and having a generally miserable time because there was 
really clearly no clear-cut use for us. 

And the result was a demoralization of the senior staff of the 
Institute. Many like myself left feeling there was nothing further 
that we could do, and those who remained were generally rather 
unhappy. 

I think Mr. Caplan's tenure corrected most of the problems there 
and Mr. Caplan gradually reorganized the Institute into a plan which 
1 think meets some general standards of rationality and coherence. 
There was no coherence or rationality in the plan Mr. Danziger had. 

Mr. GREGORY. AS to this impact cities program which was, in 
terms of the money spent, the biggest project in the history of the 
Institute, there was a lot of what seems to oe political considerations 
built into that—the selection of the cities, the percentage goals for 
re<luction of crime. This was in a presitiential election year. 

To your knowledge, were those factors built into it by LEAA 
people out of an understanding that this was something that was 
expected, or was it imposed on them from outside? 

Mr. CONRAD. Of couise there were no public pronouncements 
made by Mr. Leonard who made the decisions personally as to which 
cities would be the impact cities. There was no public pronouncement 
as to why some cities were cho.sen and some were not. In fairness to 
Mr. Leonard, it .should be said he did distribute the cities nationally 
and some of the cities were cities which could be expected not to vote 
Republican, such as, for example, Newark. 

But by and large, the im])ression we all had was that these decisions 
were politically oriented, and they were being made to give mayoi-s 
of the cities which received these grants a feeling of kindness and 
friendliness toward the administration of LEAA. 

Mr. GREGORY. Thank you. 
Mr. C0NYER.S. Subcommittee Counsel Shacknai. 
Mr. SHACKNAI. I waive the questioning to our consultant 

Dr. Shellow. 
Dr. SHELLOW. Mr. Conrad, I am very much impressed by your 

comment that there is nothing more practical than a good theory. 
It suggests a question regarding an instance of noncontribution to 
the national intelligence,  referred  to  in your prepared statement. 

We have heard testimony from several witnesses—three of them 
are sitting judges—that there is a tremendous need for an assessment 
of the impact of various sentencing practices. 

Mr. CONRAD. Exactly. 
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Dr. SHELLOW. In yo\ir prepared testimony you desfribe one such 
major project that never got off the ground. What would you estimate 
is the cost in terms of national intelligence, if you will, or any of 
the other costs, incurred by the cancellation of that project in 1971? 

Mr. CONRAD. Well, the cost couldn't have been foreseen at that 
time. It was much lai^er than I had anticijiated. 

What is going on now, as I am sure the committee is well aware, is 
a national movement toward flat-term sentencing; namely, getting 
away from the indeterminate sentence and adopting a flat term for 
the felonies. 

The difficulty which we have run into in my own State of Ohio is 
that if we are going this route—and to some extent I am cautiously 
in favor of going in this direction—what should the term be? That 
is, if we have a case of, let's say, a young first-term burglar with certain 
kinds of antecedents, what should his term be? It shouldn't be left 
merely to speculation. It shouldn't be be left merely to tradition. 
There should be some empirical basis for deciding that 6 months is 
not enough and 5 years is too much. 

And it was my anticipation that this kind of a study would estab- 
lish some of the.se parameters for the u.se of parole boards. I didn't 
anticipate that it would be of the tremendous imjjortance it would 
be to a State like Ohio which is floimdering around now trying to 
decide how long a sentence should be, given the inadequacies of Ohio's 
prison system and the inadequacies of its plans for future develop- 
ment of that system. 

I think that had Mr. O'Leary been allowed to proceed with the 
project, we'd have some guidelines from it now which would suggest 
sentencing patterns for different kinds of offenders, and given the 
kinds of circumstances a State might be in. 

But that was not to be, and we still don't have that kind of guid- 
ance from the Institute. 

Mr. CoNYER.s. Subcommittee Counsel Gallagher. 
Mr. GALL.\GHER. Mr. Conrad, I api)reciate your forthright and 

very candid remarks today. I have a couple of questions. 
Your first choice was the National Science Foundation. 
Mr. CONRAD. Right. 
Mr. GALLAGHER. The .second was the Department of Justice. 
Mr. CONRAD.  Yes. 
Mr. GALLAGHER. We have had witnesses, Dr. Wheeler for one, and 

membeis of the National Academy of Sciences, who j)refened a split 
formula, the basic or long range research to be placed outside the 
Government contest, the hardware, applied type to remain within 
the Department of Justice. Would you comment on that particular 
view as a third alternative? 

Mr. CONRAD. I am a little puzzled—it is a little outside of my 
domain of e.xpertise as to the need for hardware research at all and by 
the Government. It seems to me the free market could establish with 
police tiepartments the j)ro])er dimensions an<l capabilities of a police 
car, for e.\ami)le. I really' don't see why the Government shoulil be in 
a biisiness which the automotive industry and the j)olice know a great 
<leal more about. 

Similarly, in the case of the policemen's shoes, footwear, the Gov- 
ernment may have a role to play which would say what a substandaid 
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fehoe shotilfl he, and perhaps the Bureau of Standards in the Depart- 
ment of Commerce might oe the place to settle that kind of an issue. 

But I fail to see why the Government has any business getting into 
a domain in which Govenunent expertise is rather difficult to mobilize 
and when the collaboration between a police chief or the International 
Association of Chiefs of Police and the industries in question ought 
to be able to work out the problems themselres. If they can't work 
out the problems, I am puzzled as to what the Government can do. 

Mr. GALLAGHEE. If the question is not within your purview, I will 
withdraw it. 

There have been allegations received by the staff that XILE was 
shortchanged on its allocation of supei^rade slots, and that it was 
given 2 or 3 instead of the 8 or 10 for which it was programed. Could 
you comment on that? 

Mr. CoxRAD. It is true, I think, the Institute was originally short- 
changed. They now have more supergrades than they formerly did, 
but it is still an inadequate situation, I believe. 

Mr. GALLAGHER. Getting back to your first and second choices. 
It is our unrlerstanding that there was not in the Department of 
Justice, much higher-level sjTnpathy toward research as such. Your 
first choice is to move it to the National Science Foundation where 
there is sympathy for all types of research. 

Mr. CONRAD. Yes. 
Mr. GALLAGHER. But what assurances for improvement do we 

have when, by moving it over to the National Science Foundation, 
which, may, in fact, be very research-minded but not crime-oriented— 
in the sense of experience in resolving crime problems—its director 
may be a space man and that is where his heart lies, and therefore he 
might neglect this crime area, even though it is assigned to him. 

Mr. CONRAD. I think you have two assurances, sir. The first one 
would be that the Director of the National Science Foundation is or 
should be a person oriented to the requirements of research adminis- 
tration and have some ideas about what the characteristics of a good 
resctirf:h program would be and what some of the undesirable charac- 
teristif's might he also. 

That kind of situation, it seems to me, affords some protection. You 
aren't going to get a person who is, maybe, highly qualified as an at- 
torney but with nothing to offer and no experience in research. 

The second protection which I would suggest is the establishment of 
this Institute council which, as I indicated in my prepared statement, 
1 think should consist of qualified researchers, representatives of both 
Houses of Congress, and representation from the jiidiciary. How that 
should be worke<l out, I'm not sure. I don't know enough about who 
can he appointed under these circumstances to what kinds of positions 
and by what authority, but it would seem to me this would be the ideal 
composition. 

In this way we'd have a council which would assure that if we had a 
great physicist in the command of the National Science Foundation, 
tlie idiysicist woidd be sensitive to the need for the kind of research 
expertise which the Institute would call for and would look for. 

Air. GALLAGHER. Thank you. 
^lr. CoNYERS. Well, you have helped illuminate several questions 

and given us a new direction to go in for location of the Institute, and 
we't hunk you very much, Professor, for joining us today. 

[The prepared statement of Mr. Conrad follows:] 
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GREAT LESSONS FROM IMPORTANT MISTAKES 

Statement before the House Judiciary Committee and the subcommittee of the 
Domestic and International Scientific Planning, Analysis and Cooperation Sub- 
committee of the Committee on Science and Technology and the Crime Sub- 
committee of the Committee on the Judiciary, June 30, 1977 

Mr. Chairman, Members of the Committee: I approach my testimony before 
you today with mixed feelings. On the one hand, it ia an important opportunity to 
be of service to you and to the criminal justice research community to report on 
the disappointing history of the National Institute of Law Enforcement and 
Criminal Justice. It is time to review that history and to draw what lessons we can 
from it, and I firmly believe these lessons are important—not only to the Institute 
itself but to the larger domain of federally funded research. 

On the other hand, I must bear in mind the nature of my former position in the 
Institute and the circumstances under which I left it. I will therefore begin with a 
brief accounting for myself. From 1967 to 1969 I was Chief of Research of the 
Bureau of Prisons, a position with which I was well satisfied until one day, in a 
casual conversation, Henry Ruth, the first Director of the Institute, asked if he 
could steal me. One thing led to another and presently I found myself transferred 
to the Institute in the capacity of Chief of the Center for Crime Prevention and 
Rehabilitation. I occupied this position until late in 1971 when it was abolished by 
a successor to Mr. Ruth, Martin Danziger, who chose to re-organize the Institute 
along lines which I will discuss presently. In June 1972, exactly five years ago, I 
resigned. I will not conceal from you that I was irritatefl, frustrated, and in com- 
plete disagreement with the policies and actions of my superiors, particularly those 
which were imposed on the Institute by Mr. Danziger. What concerns me today is 
that it will be difficult for some who hear these remarks to avoid the conclusion 
that my views are the aspersions of a disaflTected former employee. Let me do what 
I can to disarm this construction by saying immediately that I do not impugn the 
honor, the sincerity, or even the intelligence of my former colleagues who, if my 
conclusions are correct, were responsible for serious errors, in judgement and 
common sense the consequences of which still affect adversely the Institute's use- 
fulness. I will also concede that some of the remarks to follow constitute the sapi- 
ence of hindsight and that if I had had to make some of the decisions which I now 
criticize I might have made some of the same errors, or perhaps some that might 
have been even worse. 

I must also testify from memory; I did not take with me upon my departure 
the files from which I might document these criticisms. I am also testifying about 
events and circumstances about some of which I have only partial information. 
I hope that other witnesses can place in your hands the missing pieces. What is 
important here is not the reputation of the actors or even the assignment of blame 
for some inglorious failures. I hold that the country will continue to need the 
Institute and that it is essential that it should be re-organized so that some kinds 
of the avoidable mistakes of the past can never be repeated. A scrupulous examina- 
tion of these mistakes is essential to a rational re-organization. 

The history of the Institute is readily divided into four distinct epochs. It began 
with the vigorous leadership of Mr. Henry Ruth, who served as Director for about 
a year. There followed an inter-regnum of fourteen months, when the Institute 
was essentially leadcrlcss under the inexperienced and inadequate direction of 
Mr. Irving Slott, the Acting Director. In September 1971, Mr. Martin Danziger 
was appointed Director, and held office until the summer of 1973. There followed 
the much more professional leadership of Mr. Gerald Caplan, but by that time I 
was so remote from the Institute's affairs that I cannot comment with eonfidenoB 
about its progress or eflfectiveness. I propose to offer you case examples of the 
administrative style which prevailed in each epoch, and I shall conclude with 
some lessons which I think these brief case histories will demonstrate. 

The first case concerns a project to test the hypothesis that crime can be pre- 
vented by creating "defensible space" for the tenants of public hou.sing projects. 
In the Fall of 1969, Professor Oscar Newman, a young architect then on the 
faculty of the Columbia University School of Architecture, came to us with an 
unsolicited proposal to conduct studies leading to design directives to reduce the 
alarming incidence of crime in inner city housing projects in such locations as 
New York City, Cleveland, Newark, and San Francisco. His concppt was that 
crime in public housing was largely the result of the tenants of these facilities 
having to live in essentially public space, unprotected from intrusion. He argued 
that ordinary iiiidflle-class house-holders are to some extent shieltled from moles- 
tation by defensible buffer zones around their domiciles. He believed that new 
public housing should be designed to provide the individual tenant with "defensible 
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ppace" around tho prpmL^es he occupios. He also proposer! to provide design direc- 
tives for the tiiodificiitioii of existing housing projects so that indefensilile space 
could l)e made as defensible as possible under the circumstances. 

The proposal was obviously in the domain of crime prevention and rehabilita- 
tion and was therefore assigned to my Center. I made contact with social scientists 
in the Department of Housing and Urban Development to obtain their views 
about its feasibility. They were well acquainted with Mr. Newman and had some 
reservations about his ideas. Nevertheless, the attractiveness of his plans led Mr. 
Ruth and me to pursue the proposal further. We invited an interdisciplinary 
group of .social .scientists, architects, public housing administrators and other 
interested parties to join with us in a seminar review of the hypotheses, the re- 
search design, and the probable usefulness of any positive findings and recom- 
mendations. Ba.sed on a general consensus produced by the majority in this 
seminar, we decided to go ahead with the grant. The project was succes.sful. It 
resulted in a book which has been widely and respectfully reviewed. Many of Mr. 
Newman's ideas have been applied in housing project re-design. The concept of 
defensible space has become one of the few notions accepted as effective in the 
field of crime pi-evention. Despite the reservations of Associate Admini-strator 
Clarence Coster, who was reluctant to provide second year funding for the memor- 
able reason that he "did not want to see Mr. Newman build his professional 
reputation at the expense of LEAA," the grant was continued for three years, 
well past the time of my resignation. 

In this case history, we see the Institute functioning rather well for an agency 
in its first year of operations. Indeed, it was one of the few cases I can recall 
when we did what should have been done. There was careful advance discus.sion 
of the project with the proposed project rlirector, a thorough peer review before 
the grant was made, and, most ininortant, a successful outcome in terms of the 
product of the whole enterprise. Periodic site visits were made, and progress 
reports gave us a regular perspective on Mr. Newman's problems and achieve- 
ments. Mr. Newman's reports have t>een widely disseminated in many difTerent 
forms and media. I c.innot and do not claim any special credit. The contribution 
of a monitor to a successful project is not particularly important, even though the 
blame which must be a.ssigned to him in the case of an unsuccessful project can 
be very heavy indeed. 

Let us proceed to the second case history, the sad story of an aborted proposal 
in which two distinguished scholars were needlessly inconvenienced and em- 
barra.ssed. Early in 1971, I engaged in a discussion with Professor Vincent O'Leary, 
now the Dean of the School of Criminal Justice at thip State University of New 
York at Albany, and .\cting President of that University. He was one of the mast 
seminal contributors to the work of the President's Commis-sion on Law Enforce- 
ment and the Administration of Justice. Professor O'Leary was and still is one of 
the relatively few people in the research community with recognized, standing, 
as an original thinker about the problems of corrections. I wafl concerned at that 
time about the absence of an empirical basis for the standards for correctional 
programs and interventions, as enunciated by the President's Commission. We 
did not then and still do not have any reasonable basis for deciding how long nn 
offender should serve under incarcerative or supervisory restraint. Profe.s.sor 
O'Leary thought th.it he would like to submit a proposal to the Institute to 
develop such an empirical support for the standards that he and I and a few 
others had tried to formulate when we worked as staff for the Crime Commission. 

In due course, O'Leary submitted a proposal to us which seemed adequate to 
the purp<ise which I had in mind. My staff reviewed it and so did I. We jvgreed on 
its feasibility and its relevance to the problems of corrections as we understood 
them. 

Our procedures had deteriorated since the departure of Mr. Ruth. Sometimes a 
consultant was engaged to help us review a difficult project covering unfamiliar 
territory, but more oft^n we relied on staff review and comments, which wa-s the 
ca.se in the O'Leary episode. I sent the proposal up to Mr. Slott, a man who had 
a patroniziag disdain for social science research, frankly asserting that a.s an 
engineer he could not easily accept the social scientist's emphasis on empiricism. 
To my consternation, the proposal was returned, after a considerable delay, with 
the notation that it was unacceptable and would not be forwarded to the Admin- 
istrator for review. I requested a re-consideration and proposed that there should 
be further review. Mr. Slott n'jected all the alternatives I advanced, but finally 
agreed to meet with Mr. O'Leary and his colleagiie, Profes.sor Donald Newman 
who cam" to Washington for the discussion. It was a brief meeting becau.se Mr. 
Slott had other appointments, and ended on the inconclusive note that we would 
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let thorn know. A few days later, Mr. Slott told me that he had not changed his 
mind, he had decided that these were "merelj- a couple of professors who wanted 
some money." 

Several things went wrong here. I should have arranged for a full scale outside 
peer review of the prop< sal. I wtv* so confident of the merits of the project and it.s 
co-directors that I did not even engage a consultant opinion. But Mr. Slott ob- 
tained an opinion from a colleague in another branch of LE.\A who was quoted 
as thinking the project was "global and ambitious," on the basis of which Mr. 
Slott decided that it was impractical. Later, this colleague angrily told me that 
his review had been ha.sty and his views had been misconstrued. That was too late 
and the damage was done. Mr. Slott hiid made his imilateral decision. He could 
not be persuaded to seek or listen to other advice. 

It is necessary to discuss these details in such tedious specificity to give you a 
clear picture of the sloppy way in which we were doing business. My confidence 
in my judgment in this case was overweening. My superior's willingness to 
.substitute his uninstnicted and inexperiencetl opinions and intuitions for my 
recommendation was aflministrative macho, a demonstration cf his authority to 
me and to my staff. Our joint failure to meet the obvious requirement of peer 
review was a mistake which I must share with Mr. Slott. 

Perhaps a mc re serious deficiency which this story indirectly illustrates is the 
absence of coherent planning, understood and agreed upon within the Institute. 
I had a plan of my own which had been discassed with Mr. Slott and with Mr. 
Velde and Mr. Coster, who were jointly acting as Administrators of the LEAA. 
Briefly, I wanted to base the research agenda for my Center on two large and 
competently staffefl projects. One was to carry out a comprehensive study of 
adult corrections, aimed at providing an empirical base for sentencing decisions. 
I wanted to know what kinds of sentencing decisions were most appropriate for 
various kinds of offenders, as measurefl by positive outcomes—satisfactory 
adju.stment tt the ec mmunity, full time and prrductive employment, and respr nsi- 
bility for family obligations—as well as by the negative outcome of recidivism, 
which is the customary criterion ^f correctional effectiveness. I thought of the 
aborted propo.sal .submitted by O'Leary and Newman as a good beginning on this 
ambitious research. It still has to be done, and it is needed now more than ever 
before because of the nation-wide interest in abolishing indeterminate sentencing 
in favor of fixed terms for specific offenses. 

The second element in the foundation of my research plan was a parallel 
assessment of juvenile corrections. This study wa.s funded, and I will come presently 
to the exa.«perating story of that project. But first, I must conclude my remarks 
on planning by telling you what was done with my plan. I thought that the two 
large projects which I wanted to undertake would cost my Center most of the 
available money that was allocated to it. There were several already funded 
projects, such as Defensible Space and the Parole Decision-Making Project, and I 
wanted to leave some money for funding small, unsolicited proposals which 
might lead u.s in profitable new directions which I might not have thought of. I 
presented the plan to Mr. Slott and we discussed it with the Messrs. Velde and 
Coster, and there it was left, neither accepted nor rejected. I proceeded with it 
anyway, as I had not been told to do anything else. That was planning in the 
Institute, and I have to add that it went downhill from there. 

The National A.s.sessment of Juvenile Corrections was the other cornerstone of 
my plan. This project was undertaken by two experienced and resourceful re- 
searchers at the University of Michigan, Professors Robert Vinter and Rose- 
mary Sarri. It was a large project, costing the Institute in the neighborhood of 
$.500,000 a year for five years. I will not take time to discuss its sti-ucture or 
methods, but I will say that it finally ended last year with several distinquished 
publications to its credit and still more coming from the stimulation of the project's 
findings on its principals. 

A project of this magnitude is highly vi-ible, and it was seen. Its plans were 
reviewed periodically by Mr. Velde himself. The plan of the project called for 
several advisory panels; these were included at our initiative. The panels selected 
were composed of Congressional and state legislative personages, judges, cor- 
rectional administrators and academic researchers. They were carefully .screened 
in the Administrator's office. Kven Mr. Velde's scrutiny of the.-^e panels seemed 
to be insufficient; Dr. Vinter was startled one day to be informed that the White 
House was challenging the composition of these panels, even though thej' had 
been approved by the Administrator. 

Monitoring was of two kinds. I had been relieved of my responsibilities as 
Center Chief and the substantiveitoring mon was placed in the hands of an ener- 
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getic and generally sympathetic junior staff member who was helpful for as long 
as she retained the assignment. Rigorous and burdensome accounting controls 
had also been imposed and the project was required to report its expenditures in 
extraordinary detail. Each year it was subjected to exhaustive review before it 
was approved for continued funding. 

Now all that control is proper and necessary, if also a time-consuming dis- 
traction from the work for which the funds were awarded in the first place. What 
was totally unnecessary in my view was the suspension of cash ffow »mtil the 
completion of the annual review. This procedure put the project into a state of 
annual uncertainty for a matter of months, as a result of which staff member 
sought and found other jobs. The momentum and confidence of the project itself 
was seriously impaired. Worst of all, in the final j-eai' of the project, Mr. ^'elde 
the Administrator, arbitrarily cut the budget in half, thereby making impossible 
the preparation of three comprehensive final reports. I am sure Mr. Velde had his 
reasons for this decision, but they were never communicated to the project di- 
rectors or to the research community at large. The mystery is compounded by 
frequent references by Mr. Velde and his associates in Congressional testimony to 
this project as a basic element in Institute research on the findings of which many 
decisions would depend. 

Several lessons are to be drawn from this abbreviated account of administrative 
meddling with research continuities. Fii-st, the larger the project, the more impor- 
tant it is that it be protected from political and other external interference. 
Monitors have to keep in mind that the project principals have more than enough 
on their hands in the tasks of reseaich administration without having to be answer- 
able for incidental decisions as they are made. Second, the longer a project is 
continued, the larger the investment of the funding agency becomes and the more 
important it is that that investment be protected by maintaining agreements and 
expectations about support. It does the Institute and the LEAA nc good at all to 
cut off funds which are needed to put the final product of years of research into 
being. What we have from the National Assessment of Juvenile Corrections is 
more than the Institute deserves and an effective and useful series of publications. 
These publications are far less than we might have had without Mr. Velde's 
interference. Third, the Institute had no way of protecting this project from 
Mr. Velde, the final decisionmaker. Although I do net question Mr. Velde's honesty 
and sincerity, I have to say that he came to office with no experience or manifest 
understanding of research, and left it eight years later with no evidence of having 
learned anything at all about this most sensitive area of his responsibility. If for 
no other reason, the Institute must be separated from the Law Enforcement 
Administration simply to remove its accountability to officiaLs withneitherinterest 
in nor competence at the practice and administration of research. 

The story of the National Assessment of Juvenile Corrections spans the last 
three regimes of the Institute. My final case is the story of the famous Impact 
Cities, for better or worse by far the moist significant accomplishment of Mr. 
Danziger's administration of the Institute. 

I was on vacation when Mr. Danziger was appointed to replace Mr. Slott. I 
returned to Washington to find that the Institute was completely re-organized. 
The five Centers had been abolished. In their place, Mr. Danziger had four 
Divisions. Unlike many reorganizations, this shift made more than a paper dif- 
ference. Grant administraticn was placed in the hands of the Research Administra- 
tion Division to be conducted by junior members of the Institute staff, some of 
them recent recruitment and little experience. Mr. Danziger explained to us that 
monitoring was no more than "busy work". The senior members of the research 
staff, including myself, were herded into the Research Operations Division and 
told to work on the Impact Cities Plan. 

This program has been well described by Sarah Carey in her Urban Institute 
Report, Law and Disorder, I\ . It has also been discussed at length in VnderUanding 
Crivie, the final report of the National Academy of Sciences Committee on Re- 
search on Law Enforcement and Criminal Justice. I will confbie myself to the 
view of this project as seen from the vantage of my modest inside position. 

The program was to select ten cities with major crime problems and to invite 
them to submit plans for reducing the incidence of crime by five percent in two 
years and twenty percent in five years. These eventually famous objectives were 
embedded in the rhetoric of the program from the first. The Institute staff was 
to review the cities' plans, provide data and research .support as requested, and 
arrange for the evaluation of the program by an outside research agency. Funding 
for the Impact Cities grants was to come from the Institute and here it is essen- 
tial to dwell on a httle noticed consideration. All grants from LEAA funds had to 
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have a fairly hard match, depending on the program from which the funds were 
allocated, except funds from the Institute, which required no match at all. Thus 
these grants to the Impact Cities were without cost to the recipients; all the 
mayors had t« do was to submit a plan. There was not even a competition be- 
tween cities; mayors were in effect invited to take the money and do something 
with it. The staff of the Institute was aaked to be helpful and available, but we 
were not to interfere or impose our ideas. This was for the cities to work out on 
their own. If they didn't want our assistance, that was all right, too, and only 
to be expected. After all, Mr. Leonard reminded us, the Institute staff was seen 
by the world at large as a "bunch of kooks." 

We had professional staff meeting at which the plan was unveiled. I commented 
that I thought we were moving too fast. I thought the expectation that any 
measures could reduce crime by specific percentages was risky and without sup- 
port from any research done by the Institute or anybody else. I did not see how 
the cities, without planning capabilities could be expected to generate plans, nor 
how we, without much local information, could be helpful to them. Finally, I 
thought that the whole concept ignored the role of the county in administering 
criminal justice. The cities administer only the police, whereas the counties ad- 
minister the courts, the jails and the probation services. 

These objections were immediately rejected by Mr. Danziger, who forthrightly 
stated that they were now irrelevant. The decision had been made to proceed and 
the task of the professional staff was to assist in carrying it out, not to obstruct it. 

It turned out that there was little for us to <lo, and the activity of the Research 
Operations Division eventually turned to other things. We never were clear what 
we were expected to do except that it was hoped that we would undertake some 
original research. As we had neither the resources to do it, nor the staff positions 
to fill with research personnel suited to projects which we might conceive and 
design, nothing came of this expectation. We found ourselves principally occu- 
pied in the review of proposals and in long staff meetings about organizational 
matters. I had an opportunity to leave the Institute and I took it. 

Just before I left, I was asked to review the proposals submitted by five re- 
search corporate enterprises for the assessment of Impact Cities. These proposals 
had been generated in a hurry in response to an advertisement with a short dead- 
line. In quality they showed the effects of hurried preparation. They ranged from 
awful to at least relevant. MITRE, a corporation based in Cambridge, got the 
substantial contract. Its reports have not been in general circulation, but I am 
certain that they did not discover the five percent diminution of crime which 
was the goal of the program. 

A veil has been drawn over the failure of the program. I had supposed that this 
inevitable result would cause the program designers a great deal of eml>arrassment, 
but I was too innocent. The public's memory is short, the attention span of the 
media is brief, and the Congress is far too busy to take corrective action in situa- 
tions which were not, after all, of a magnitude sufficient to justify extensive in- 
quiry. Nevertheless, the funds wasted on Impact Cities were a very large per- 
centage of the Institute budget and the damage done to research continuities as 
well as to the credibility of the Institute was serious. 

Now there are a number of lessons to be learned here which nobody should have 
needed to learn, and some which are not so glaringly obvious. First, of course, 
unilateral decisions by the Director as to general research policy should not be 
made, even by a Director better qualified than Mr. Danziger. Second, advice 
from the staff and consensus support should be .sought before proceeding with 
commitments to a program of this magnitude. Whatever merit the Impact Cities 
program may have had, it could not be a successful Institute program without 
substantial agreement by the professional staff that it was responsible anrl fea.sible. 
There was never any agreement about Inipact Cities beyond a muted opposition to 
Mr. Danziger's high-spirited initiative. Third, the whole affair demonstrates the 
imperative need for an independent advisory committee which could be used by 
the Director as a sounding board for ideas such as Impact Cities and new policies 
which come into the mind of the Director. Such an Advisory Committee need not 
be entirely composed of research professionals but it certainly should have some 
people who are reasonai)ly familiar with what has been done and what now seems 
to be po.ssible. The macho which is attracted to attempts to do the impossible is 
understandalile in this country: if \vc can land on the moon, whj' can't we reduce 
crime rates by five percent? It doesn't console the administrative romantic to be 
told that we can land on the moon but can't square the circle, either. Nevertheless, 
I think a prestigious research council might have reined in Mr. Danziger's 
ebullience. 
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Certainly no one else sucwcdefl. I have l>«>n struck liy the reticence of the research 
community about this fiasco. The whole affair was well enough known, but to 
my knowledge no one protested. Perhaps it was a.ssumed that it would do no goo<l, 
p<Thaps it was beyonrl expecting that a researcher would nip the hand that niighi 
feed him. 

The fourth ami final point to lie made is that this episode demonstrates the 
necessity of placing a professional rest'archer in the decision-making role for the 
Institute. Mr. Danziger was fond of stating that he was an attorney-at-law 
temporarily a.ssigned to straightening out the affairs of the Institute hut hoping 
in due course to return to the practice of law. The Impact Cities failure could not 
and does not affect the progress of his career. No member of the bar is going to 
think less of him l)ecause of the errors he made simply because they do not in any 
w.iy reflect on his ability to practice law. Quite honestly, Mr. Danziger alway.s 
mafie it clear that he was not a researcher and had to rely on us for advice in the 
professional areas which we un<lerstooil and he did not. Unfortunately he did not 
take the atlvice he got and never made it easy for us to give it to him. 

Let me reinforce this most important point. If a professional researcher had 
been responsible for making the ill-fated decisions which led to Impact Cities, 
his career would undoubtedly have been irremediably damaged. The deci-sion 
would have been protested before it was made and it would have l)een severely 
criticized afterward. I do not think that any responsible researcher would have 
cared to face his colleagues in such circumstances. It would not have been po.ssible 
for Mr. Leonard to impose such a program on a scientist of any stature. Becaasc 
Mr. Danziger ha<l no accountability to the research conmjunity, thi.s decision 
was feasible for him whether the Impact Cities idea wa-s his own or Mr. Leonard's. 

What should lie done with the Institute now? I cannot resist telling you. As I said 
at the outset of this statement, the country needs the Institute. There is much 
work to do, and we are far behind schedule because of errors, follies, and bad 
luck. Let me offer a prescription: 

(1) The In-ititute shouki be removed from LE.\.A as soon as this change can be 
ma<le. Pending whatever legislative change is provided to carry out this removal, 
the Attorney-General should direct the .\dniinistrutor of the LE.\A to consider 
himself relieved of any authority to review and approve research proposals. 

(2) The Institute should be incorporated as a discrete entity within the National 
Science Foundation. This arrangement should l)e designed to provide the Institutt' 
with its own budget anfl its own decision-making processes Ijut the National 
Science P'oundation should provide scientific and professional services, gnidiuicc 
and consultation. The appointment of the Director of the Institute should l>c at 
the nomination of the Director of the National Science Foundation subject to 
mlquate qualification in the social sciences and general familiarity with the crimi- 
nal justice system. It should be understood that the Director need not be an at- 
torney. 

(3) The Director should be directly accountable to a duly constituted Council 
of the Intitule representing Ccmgiess, the judiciary, and academic research (not 
all of them representing criminal justice reseaich). This Council should meet 
quarterly, should review all proposals to be funded at a level of above $100,000 
annually, and should be furnished with sufficiently comprehensive reports to 
enable it to make a running judgement on the value of the Institute's work. 

(4) If it is not possible to place the Institute within the framework of the National 
Science Foundation, it should be placed in the Depaitnient of Justice, perhaps in 
the office of Policy Planning. The .'\ttorncy-General should take steps to assure the 
independence of the Institute in the same way as suggested in the recommendation 
that it be situated in the National Science Foundation. The essential objective is to 
buffer the Institute from wasteful anrl ignorant interference. A research organi- 
zation is always vulnerable; its successes will be slow in coming and there will 
always be some disappointments. The nature of the work to be (lone is such thai 
abuse of its resources is easy. The best insurance against abuse is the accountability 
of its piofessional staff to theii- peers. Without that accountability we must expect 
repetitions of the dn'ary history I have recited today. 

(.5j The Institute's work is not necessarily needed forever. The charter of the 
Institute should run for ten years, after which time the Congress should review its 
accomplishments to determine whether the charter should be renewed. 

I think this structural change will make possible a truly .scientific Institute. 
Its .success depends on the willingness of some able and imaginative scientists to 
reconstruct the Institute and make out of it the important national service it was 
• ntenfled to be. 

Mr. CoNYERs. The subcommittees will stand in adjournment. 
[Whereupon, at 11:05 a.m.. the hearing was adjourned.] 
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U.S. HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES, SUBCOMMITTEE ON 
D0ME.STIC AND INTERNATIONAL VSCIENTIFIC PLANNING, 
ANALYSLS AND COOPER.ATION OF THE COMMITTEE ON 
SCIENCE AND TECHNOLOGY, AND SUBCOMMITTEE ON 
CRIME OF THE COM.MITTEE ON THE JUDICIARY, 

Washington, D.C. 
The siibcomrnittee met, pursuant to notice, at 9:12 a.m., in room 

22.37, Rajburn House Omce BuiUJing, Hon. James J. Blanchard 
[acting chairman of the subcommittee] presiding. 

Present: Representatives Scheuer and Blanchard. 
Staff membei-s present: Leslie Freed, Hajden W. Gregory, Jonah 

Shacknai, counsel; Robert Shellow, consultant; Ross Stovall, as- 
-ociate counsel; James Gallagher and William G. Wells, technical 
consultants. 

Mr. BLANCHARD. The subcommittee will come to order. 
I would like to welcome all of you here today. 
Our chairman, Jim Scheuer of New York, was called to a meeting 

with Prime Minister Begin of Israel, and he is unable to be here. We 
are going to proceed because we know 3'ou have tight schedules. 

Today's hearing of the Domestic and International Scientific 
Planning, Analysis, and Cooperation Subcommittee is the final 
session m the continuation of joint hearings with the Crime Sub- 
committee of the Committee on the Judiciary. 

The subject that we've been addressing is the Federal role in 
criminal justice and crime research. 

Before we i)roceed any further I would like to thank the distin- 
guished chairman of the Crime Subcommittee of the Committee on 
the Judiciary, John Conyers, from my home State of Michigan, for 
having done such an e.xcellent job of chairing these proceedings with 
Congressman Scheuer. 

To date we've had 4 days of hearings on the crime research topic. 
Much of the testimony has focused upon the National Institute of 
Law Enforcement and Criminal Justice, which we know as the re- 
search arm of LEAA. We've heard from several witnesses that the 
efforts of the National Institute over the last 8'^ years have been 
inadequate in furthering our understanding of the basic causes of 
crime and of the ways to deal effectively with criinmals in our society. 

Our hearings have establishetl a number of principles on which a 
quality research program must be based, and the Domestic and 
International Scientific Planning, Analysis, and Coo])eration Sub- 
committee, DISPAC, is very mucn concerned with the future of crimi- 
nal justice and crime research. So obviously then, we look, with great 
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anticipation, to the testimony of the Deputy Attorney General, 
Peter Flaherty, and some of his associates from the Department of 
Justice. 

We are most interested in the Department's plans for the National 
Institute and criminal justice research as a whole. 

The witness list for today includes Martin Danziger, former Director 
of the National Institute, who will lead off; then Mr. Flaherty. We 
were going to have James Gregg of LEAA. However, I understand 
he's ill. We'll have Blair Ewing, Acting Director of the National 
Institute and Paul Nejelski, also with the Attorney General's  office. 

With me are several members of the staff of both subcommittees: 
On my left. Bill Wells; on my right, Jonah Shacknai, Bob Shellow, 
Leslie Freed, and Ross Stovall of the Crime Subcommittee, and Jim 
Gallagher, also of our subcommittee on the minority side. 

Without further ado, our first witness is Martin Danziger, who has 
had considerable experience in the earl}' years of the National Institute. 

We have your statement. If you'd like you could submit that for 
the record and summarize it, and then we'll have questions and 
answers, or if you would like you could read it to be sure to highlight 
whatever you would like. 

Mr. DANZIGER. By way of saving time, sir, I would be pleased to 
submit the statement for the record, and perhaps, with your permis- 
sion, just to take a few moments to highlight for the record several 
points that are contained within and perhaps reserve the remaining 
portion of your valuable time for any questions you might want to 
ask me, based upon my tenure as Director of the National Institute. 

[The prepared statement of Mr. Danziger follows:] 

STATEMENT OP MARTIN DANZIGER, FORMER DIRECTOR, NATIONAL INSTITUTE OP 
LAW ENFORCEMENT AND CRIMINAL JUSTICE 

TESTIMONY 

I would like to deal with two topics before you today. First, I wish to describe 
my idea of how to make research and development, particularly in the social, 
behavioral and policy sciences, relevant to the needs of the Criminal Justice 
system and how to develop information upon which that system may, with con- 
fidence, base its decisions. I would then like to discuss with you rea-sons for the 
apparent failure of efforts of this sort in recent years—for convenience, say, the 
years of LEAA dominance of funding for such research. 

I would add that my assumption, unlike that of many who have appeared 
before you, is that the aim of any such effort is to reduce crime, and that improving^ 
the criminal justice system—whatever that may mean in different contexts—ia 
but one potential means to that end. 

Whether or not improving the criminal justice system actually leads to a 
reduction in crime is an empirical question which needs to be scientifically tested— 
as should other hypotheses about wh.at will reduce crime, such as getting career 
criminals off the streets or reducing unemployment. 

With this established, let me elaborate on my first point: how to make research 
and development in the social, policy and behavioral sciences relevant to criminal 
justice needs. Based on my experience, I would judge that there is little mystery 
about how to do this (where the difficult}- arises is in actually doing this, but that 
discussion is my second point and I only mention it here to keep the two arguments 
separate.) At lea.st since the Crinie Commission Report of 1967, the general 
consensus is that there are six elements in a repetitive cycle which, if scrupulously 
followed, will keep research and development on track. 

First, it is necessary to have good, reliable and generally accepted measures 
of what crime is all about, so that you know what it is you are trying to affect 
with whatever it is you do. There is a crying need for credible measures of crime 
as well as of all a-spects of the criminal justice system—meiisures whose accuracy 
is accepted just like figures on unemployment or prices from the Bureau of Labor- 
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•Statistics, or morbidity rates from HEW. I will not argue the quality of existing 
criminal justice inflicators, such as the Uniform Crime Reports or the Victimiza- 
tion Surveys, but I submit that the credibility of those indicators is not generally 
accepted. And if that is the case, then, even though these indicators may be 
manipulated to show reduced criminal activity, nobody need believe them and 
effort is wasted because no practical planners will follow your lead. 

Speaking to this question, I support establishing a Bureau of Criminal Justice 
Statistics staffed b.v professionals and protected from partisan politics as much as 
possible. As its major role, such a Bureau would dp%'elop and promulgate measures 
of crime to serve as indicators against which all research and development on 
criminal justice would be mea.sured. Initially, however, it will be necessary to use 
the best of existing indicators because it is essential to measure the effects of 
what we are doing now. 

Second, once the indicators have been chosen, we can proceed with the task of 
developing a substantive plan of research systematicall.v relating a host of causal 
factors to tho.se indicators. For example, if murder is the indicator, all research 
on murder should ultimately relate to that indicator; if robbery reduction is the 
goal, all research should be related to that indicator. 

To further illustrate, hypothesize that if the average sentence for robbery is 
increased by a certain amount, then the rate of robberies per lOOM population 
w^ill decline by a certain amount. The plan for research on this is.sue should be all 
encompassing enough to force the researcher to consider all the dimensions of the 
problem he or she is trying to solve—to consider the relationship between all 
aspects of a particular problem, not just the relation.ship of A to B, but of A to B, 
C, D, and so on. The plan should force the researcher to think through all the 
things in his or her proposed research, that is, how the.v relate to the particular 
problem at hand, as well as to the solution of that problem. 

I know the concept of a "plan" is looked upon unfavorably in criminal justice, 
even more so as it has come to represent the overblown and often unproductive 
plans required by LE.\A. That is not what I mean b.v planning. 

By planning, I mean the development of a tool, continually modified and im- 
proved b.v completion of its parts, which guides the effort to try and learn .some- 
thing about the world. Planning should be a substantive effort, freed as much as 
possible from the buieaucratic process which consumes itself at worst, and at 
best is rather like building superhighwa.vs into the Okeefenokie swamp. 

Third, once a plan is developed, indicators are determined and proposed re- 
search is tightly bound to those indicators, then the prioiities among the parts 
of the plan must he set. Because, realistically speaking, one cannot do everything, 
definition of prioritie.s is critical. This will a.ssure that when resources are scarce, 
commitments can and will be made to those areas defined as most important by 
criminal justice decision makers. Literall.v, one would construct a list of activities 
organized in terms of their importance, and go down the list allocating re.sources 
until the money runs out. This will insure that when things are done, they are 
done right, as well as eliminating the current process of inadequately funding the 
same programs over and over again, getting nowhere. 

Fourth, it is absolutely necessary to get the best people possible to work on 
those parts of the plan which have been identified. But is crucially important that 
these experts—whether they are academicians or conmiercial firms^—be guided 
b.v and responsive to the plan at all times. Without controls and guidelines, even 
high-priced talent cannot avoid confusion and chaos. It is the responsibility of 
the program administrator to provide this kind of guidance and direction. Al- 
though this is not an easy task, it is not au impossible one. 

Fifth, the results of sponsored research should j)rovitle a foundation for testing 
programs or demonstrations to determine how the plan for reducing crime can be 
applied in different settings, and within diffeiing pohtical .s.vstems. 

Sixth, as part of the continual modification and improvement of the plan, one 
would evaluate the original indicators, monitoring which did what in a particular 
demonstration. Once a specific indicator with a higher priority is "under control," 
one can then move on to begin research on lower priority items. Alternatively. 
one might choose a new .set of indicators to research, or modify existing indicators, 
or simpl.v establish a program to promulgate ideas which have been proven 
successful. In any event, one resumes the cycle, planning all the while in a sub- 
stantive, responsive way. 

This simple cyclical process, Mr. Chairman, is the way to make and keep re- 
search and development relevant to the needs of the criminal justice system, chief 
among which is to determine ways to reduce crime. The process is straight-forward, 
but that does not mean it is easy. Many groups do not want to hear "bad news" 
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about their efforts to control and reduce crime. Some recent examples come to 
mind: As the reception of Robert Martinson's work attests, rehabilitation pro- 
fessionals do not like to hear that nothing thej- rlo makes any difference in the post- 
prison adjustment of former prisoners. Parole board members do not like to hear 
that street supervision has virtually no systematic effects on recidivism. The 
public does not like to be told that crime rates are affected only slightly by the 
most massive crime reduction efforts of our own government, And, we know from 
the reception accorded LEAA's victimization surveys several years ago, the police 
do not like to be told that the most crimes are not reported to them. 

Because of factors like this, it is crucial that the cycle I have describe'! be well 
executed, and that it be allowed to run full circle—to implement the cycle for » 
short period of time cannot be productive. 

Just as physical ailments cannot be cured if the entire course of treatment i^ 
not followed—neither can a societal ailment like crime Ije cured if we jump from 
one solution to another without discovering whether or not the original solution 
produced any positive results. (Parenthetically, contrary to what has been stated 
before this committee, the Impact Cities Program did not fail because it was a 
bad idea; it failed because as a program, it was not allowed to go on to completion 
as originally planned. There was a lack of nerve in hewing to the course set for 
the program—a course which incidentally might have taught us something. I will 
be h.'\ppy to elaborate on this point later if the committee members would like 
me to.) 

Let me now deal with the second point I want to make. The question arises, 
why, if the process is so straight-foi-ward, has it not been successfully appliefl to 
the problems of the criminal justice system. I judge there is one major reason 
which dominates all others, anfl three particular areas where its effect is felt most 
severely: The reason for the failure of this process is a lack of firm leadership 
committed to carrying out programs developefl during a thoughtful planning 
process. The effects of this deficiency are most strongly felt in the degree to which 
researchers are held accountable for how they spend the government's money; in 
the degree to which research program< are kept autonomous from immediate day- 
to-<lay operational demands, anrl in the degree to which political pressures, in- 
evitable in any federal program have been resisted. 

1 believe that good people <'an make poor organizations (from the standpoint 
of how they l(K)k on paper) work well, but the best of organizations will not work 
well if your people are HO good. But neither good people nor a good organization 
will work well without effective leadership. 

Let me discuss three areas in which a lack of leadership will impede the progress 
of any i-esearch progiam. 

First, a lack of leadership will affect the accountability of the research personnel 
conducting studies for you. Unless the manager of the program demonstrates a 
firm commitment to a particular direction, the research personnel wiirking for 
him will take the program off into a thousand different byways. 

This problem becomes especially acute if the vendor is an academic with widely 
respected credentials and prestige among his peers, and if the agency manager 
ha-s chosen the grant mechanism for disbursing funds. .\s has been pointed out to 
Secretary Califano about HEW contracting procedures, it has proven difficult for 
contracting officers to resist the imprecations of Nobel Laureates in directing 
research programs. The same difficulties are encountered by civil servants in- 
volved in criminal justice research who have even less of a professional identity 
than procurement people in the health research fields. They also find it hard to 
resist the siren songs of the academics. 

Firm leadership and a commitment to procurement standards and contracts 
which, by law, insure accountability is a step toward resolving this problem and 
ket-ping an agency's program on the track intended for it by Congress. This does 
not preclude innovation. On the contrary, a portion of funds should be set aside 
for sole source awards on the basis of unsolicited proposals. 

But when the Department of Justice cannot count accurately the number of 
cases brought each year to the U.S. Attorney General's offices, when the esti- 
mates of crime rates measured by different services vary by as much as a factor of 
five for the same crime in the same climate; when the number of law enforcement 
operatives in this country can only be estimated, give or take several thousand; 
when such elementary information is lacking, a proper sense of priorities dictates 
that tightly written contractual arrangements must be made to deal with these 
problems first. Innovation—which, b\' the way would be problematical without a 
grounding in facts, and facts are what is lacking—must initially be a secondary 
part of the designs of federal efforts in research and development. (In this vein, I 
applaud the Congress and its effort to pass the Grant and Cooperative Agreement 
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Act of 1977. I hplievp that such a clarification of the m]eo for procurement will 
offer immeasurable help to managers of mission agencies in dealing with their 
vendors.) 

Firm leadership in this area would insure that vendors are treated fairly, and 
competition for federal funds can insure that the government gets what it needs, 
not what different classes of vendors want to offer. In addition, firm direction 
would allow small innovative programs to solicit creative ideas, limited in size to 
keep inappropriate cla-sses of vendors out of this market. 

liistorieally, poor leadership has had an inmaet on federal research and de- 
velopment in crime, particularly at the NILECJ, largely because of a reluctance 
on the part of its leadership to insist on autonomy for the efforts of the institute. 
When the Administrator of LEAA, and the Director of the Institute agree, all 
is well. When they disagree, however, the way current law is interpreted, the 
Administrator becomes the manager of the progi-am. This, quite candidly, is 
disastrous because the Institute and the administration flo not necessarily have 
the same goals. The Institute is after facts—information with the pf)tential for 
long range impact. The administration on the other hand, is after ple;isant 
findings, good news; it seeks to serve a political constituency which is, at best, 
impatient with mid and long-range planning efforts, and is particularly impatient 
with findings that are at odds with its prejudices. To avoid the problem of 
distorting research to fit a preconceived notion, instead of more properly drawing 
conclusions from the research, the person in charge of the research program should 
have sign-off authority to commit his funds, and should probal)ly lie subject to 
independent oversight by the Congress. As I indicated Ijpfore, firm leadership and 
a commitment to the program can help in this situation, but I would be less than 
candid if I said this alone is sufficient to solve the conflicts inherent in the different 
roles involved here. 

Finally, regardless of what arrangements are made with respect to the Insti- 
tute's autonomy, strong leadership is needed to resist political pressure. 

All managers of government research and develojjment programs are subject 
to pressures from many different directions and from many different constit- 
uencies, each of which Ijelieves it ha.s a legitimate claim to pul)lic monies. The 
manager of the program must be prepared to take a lot of flak in the short run, 
to face a great deal of heavy and sometimes downright nasty opposition because 
he is committe<l to a belief in ttie planning approach in the long run. He must 
also accept that he or she can lie wrong, a<lmit it, and take the consec|uences. 

Mr. Chairman, I have tried to present what I think is a moflel for better 
relating research and development resources to the nation's needs for leducing 
crime. I have also tried to explain how, in the past, a lack of firm, committed 
leaflership has l)een largely responsible for getting us into our present sorry 
state, with respect to criminal justice research and development. I would like to 
conclude by reiterating the four points I have tried to make. 

First, the substantive planning model is a good approach. In the past we 
naively assumed it would work automatically, we now know better. \\'e now 
know it must be a tool in the hands of technically comiietent leaders and man- 
agers, else it becomes a meaningless, closed, paper-filled bureaucratic loop, 
endlessly cycling and iccycling independently of the reality it is supposed to 
address. It becomes a cancer—a few cells are a good thing, but too many can 
slowly kill you. Thus, I recommend to the committee that substantive, firmly 
directed, well-plannerl, long-range research efforts be applied to the problems 
of reflucing crime. 

Second, I applaud the trend toward regularized procurement implied by S-431 
which will help the leadership of an agency to hold his vendors accountable and, 
no less important, allow those who work for him to know exactly where they 
stand. This will assure them that the evaluation of performance will be based on 
how well they meet criteria previously agreed upon by everyone. This kind of 
regularization will also increase the appearance of fairness of competition for 
federal funds, while at the same time increase the actuality of that fairness. It is 
my experience that the best resources in a field will respond to fiar competition; 
1 would question the motives of those who object to fair competition. 

Third, I cannot emphasize enough that the choice of leadership for research 
and development agencies in criminal and civil justice in the executive branch of 
government is a critical task. In particular, the heads of the NILECJ, the NJJDP 
the NIC, and the newly begun FJRP, should be technically competent, able, 
knowledgeable individuals, highly motivated to manage research and develop- 
ment programs. I cannot emphasize to the committee strongly enough that the 
choice of leaders for these prograni-s will, in all probability, determine whether or 
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not the crime and justice research and development fia!>co will continue, or be 
halted. 

Fourth, and finally, the sooner a Bureau of Ju,etice Statistics is created, con- 
solidating current research efforts into one agency with the authority to audit 
quality throughout the executive branch, the sooner we wiil know where we are, 
where we want to be, and be able to trace our progress along that road. 

Mr. Chairman, lest I be accused of ignoring organizational and institutional 
factors in favor of individual and personal factors, I can only reply, the flaw in 
federal criminal justice research and development is not primarily in its structure, 
but in its leadership and management. 

TESTIMONT OF MARTIN DANZIGER. FORMER DIRECTOR, NATIONAL 
INSTITUTE OF LAW ENFORCEMENT AND CRIMINAL JUSTICE 

Mr. DAXZIGER. I indicate in my statement, sir, that there are six 
elements which I believe that research and development activities 
should be responsive to. 

I think in your di-scussions during the course of the hearings some 
of the witnesses have highlighted those elements and some perhaps 
have strayed from them. 

I would like to e.xplicitly place them before you and ask you in 
your considerations of the work of the National Institute to keep 
these elements in mind. 

First, of course, as indicated by others, I believe that you need 
reliable and accepted measures. In this regard I might very strongly 
recommend to you, sir, that in your considerations of research, within 
or without the Department of Justice, as pertaining to the criminal 
justice systems, you might consider a bureau of criminal justice 
statistics, combining from various departments within the Depart- 
ment of Justice as well as from agencies without the data collection 
efforts pertaining to criminal justice. By example, the FBI, LEAA, 
and certain data collected efforts of the feureau of the Census. 

I think the time has come for you to consider, and for the Depart- 
ment of Justice to con-sider, establishing a bureau of criminal justice 
statistics, not in LEAA but within main Justice. 

Second, I offer as an indicator to you, .sir, the need for substantial 
planning in research. Systematic planning I think is a tool. I dare 
say much of what has happened in LEAA under the rubric of plan- 
ning has not, in fact, been as comprehensive and as thoughtful as it 
should be. I believe it is a tool. 

I think in the process of establishing planning a third element 
arises, and that is the establishing of hard priorities, recognizing that 
there are limitations on funds, that money is scarce, and people have 
to make judgments and weigh the balance of things, identiij- items 
that are most important. 

I would like to offer for the committee's deliberation a work product; 
namely, the fiscal 1974 plan of the National Institute, prepared by 
persons working in the National Institute during the latter part of 
my tenure. As jiart of the plan is an 8- or lO-year component. I might 
add this document was never implemented, or implemented only in 
bits and pieces. I am offering it to you for your consideration, daresay 
not for inclusion in the record as it is obviously too costlj', and prob- 
ably not worth having it printed in its entirety. There is a summary. 
If you feel it valuable you might wish to reproduce it. 

1 offer it not as a way of saying these are necessarily the appropriate 
priorities, but rather," this is a thought process and a process for 
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attackinsr research within the criminal justice system which is most 
important. It is a work product of the staff that was there in place 
when I left. Clearly, it was not an individual's product nor was it a 
product wliich I could say each and every individual agreed with even 
though they may have contributed to it. 1 take the responsibility for 
its failures, and I offer its successes to those who were in the Institute 
who worked very hard to put it together. I think you might find 
reading through the document quite valuable in your deliberations, 
particularly in light of what I think is the failure of the Institute and 
the testimony presented so far. 

Fourth, I think in dealing with one's research efforts I've found 
that you have to find the best possible people to work on the efforts 
once the priorities are estabhsheil, and that's very difficult. 

In this regard 1 believe you are alreatly considering, or you already 
have in hand, if not, I will gladly give you my copy, a very excellent 
paper that was produced by Henry Ruth when he was with the 
Uroan Institute. This research effort was funded by the National 
Institute after my tenure. I had nothing to do with it. I might add 
Henry Ruth is now an associte of mine, and we work together. 

But, to my knowledge, this paper, funded by the Institute, entitled 
"Research Priorities for Crime Reduction Efforts" has never been 
implemented, and I don't believe it's ever been used. I think it's 
an excellent product. I think it deals with substantial reality. It is a 
blueprint for an operating research entity dealing with criminal 
justice issues, and since it was funded by the Institute I would hope 
that they are using it, or would be using it, in furthering their delibera- 
tions. I think it's an excellent balance, by the way, to the Acatiemy 
of Science paper because they are not on all fours, thev do not agree, 
and I think that, again, in your deliberations and consiclerations in the 
future one might want to consider an alternative viewpoint. 

Fifth, I think the results of any sponsoretl researcn must be the 
foundations for demonstrations. I do not find the efforts of the impact 
cities program a failure. I do not mean to say that it succeeded with 
its stated goals. I do believe that demonstration projects following 
research efforts are important. Whether the demonstration itself 
succeeds or fails can have positive results and I think it's important 
to carry through on any research effort with demonstrations. It's an 
appropriate role for research within the criminal justice system or a 
research entity within the Department of Justice system to mount 
demonstration programs. 

Sixth, of course, I believe you must evaluate your original indi- 
cators; you must monitor them; you must determine what works and 
what does not work; and you must examine the successes and failures 
of your demonstrations; and then, of course, you must resume your 
cj'cle. 

I do not believe that in this particular field we should abrogate 
our responsibilities and forget that the ojierating agencies must be 
moving hand in hand with the research entity. I feel we would be 
doomed for failure in our research effort were we to accept that partic- 
ular recommendation within the Academy of Science paper which 
savs we should search out academics solely to give them money, 
solely to get them interested in research endeavors. 

Further, I am not embarrassed by attempting to set goals. I am 
not embarrassed by us at this stage in our development to more real- 
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istically and effective!)' than we attomiited in the impact cities pro- 
pram, to be sure, to establish quantitative goals. Nor do 1 think it's 
offensive in this day and age to attempt to set crime reduction goals. 

I think persons living in urban centers, where the violent crime does 
exist, are entitled to coordinated efforts by Federal agencies, State and 
municipal agencies, and the research community to try to make life 
in those areas more tolerable. 

In looking at incarceration rates; at the 100,000 persons presently 
residing in State and local jails for terms 1 year or less; at the dispro- 
portionate number of those persons who are minorities, I think we 
can say either there is a studied effort at discrimination or something 
else that should be studied. I think we ought to examine that, and I 
think the persons who are subject to those conditions, conditions of 
jails, are entitled to something better, something more positive, than 
they are jiresentlj' receiving, and I think there's a role for pragmatic 
research. For practical hand-in-hand research with the corrections 
community. State government and the municipal government in 
solving this problem. 

Not to belabor the ])oint, T think the six elements are straightfor- 
ward. I think we failed, or have failed so far, in mounting a most 
effective, or an effective, research effort in the National Institute 
because it lacks a firm, consistent leadershii). I think that's been 
reflected upon by others. I agree. We were unable to carr>' through 
any thoughtful programs. There has been no continuity. It is not that 
what I suggested or the people who worked with me while I was 
there, what we suggested, was right. It's that each and everj' person 
coming into that agency started off on a very, very new track, and 
there was no ability for anyone to continue the efforts or the direc- 
tions of their |)redecessors. A failure to follow a thoughtful planning 
process with accountability of researchers. Instead chaos and turmoil. 

With those brief remarks, sir, I gladly will stop and reserve any 
time that I have for any questions that you may have. 

Mr. BL.\.\CH.\RD. Thank you. Thank you very much also for taking 
the time to not only come there and prejjare testimony but to try to 
look backward and make some analysis of where we've been. 

To what degi-ee do you think the research function in the justice 
area ought to be separated from the regular law enforcement 
machinery? 

Mr. DANZIGER. I think there are two answers to that question 
that I might give. 

One, there clearly is a substantial amount of research which will 
take place and should take place outside of any oi)erating agencies, 
outside of the criminal justice systems, if you will, and I think that 
that ty])e of research does exist and I think it should continue, and 
whether that's housed in XIH or XIMII or whether it's housed in 
academic institutions or not-for-profit cor|X)rations or foundations 
about the country or criminal justice centers about the country, I 
applaud it. That is not to say that there should not be at the same 
time concurrent with those efforts a very effective research program 
within the criminal justice system. 

I strongh' suggest to you, sir, that the research efforts of the Federal 
Government should be housed within the Department of Justice, 
perhaps under, directly under, a Deputy Attorney General. Perhaps 
the appropriate configuration would place the Bureau of Criminal 
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Statistics and the various research efforts of LEAA, the Ferleral Bureau 
of Investigation, the Institute on Juvenile Delinquency, the National 
Institute of Correction and house them all together in a single research 
entity under a Deputy Attorney General. 

I think the value of that is manifold. Not the least of them are aa 
follows: 

I do not believe, I do not believe that we should mount the research 
effort within the Department of Justice, or for that matter outside of 
the Department of Justice, which is going to deal outside or without 
the operating agencies. I think research and the system must work 
together. 

I've been in law enforcement for some many j'ears, and I have 
always found it a very close fraternity. It is very difficidt to break into 
the police community, to the prosecutor community, to the correc- 
tions community, to the j\idiciar\', without having some relationship 
•with them and have them share in the decisionmaking process. 

I think if the Dejjartment of Justice has a failure, its failure is that 
it has been unable to question the basic assumptions imder which it 
operates, because it is so committed to moving the people and the 
paper from place to place. 

Were you to place a sophisticated research entity within the De- 
partment of Justice, highly visible, rejwrting to the highest ranking 
political figures in the Department, I think that would help move that 
Department in areas where it has been unable to move in days past. 
It would help the Department question its own assumptions and 
operations. It would help the Department face up to reorganizations 
which perhaps are a])[)ropriate in today's age. 

I think it lias a leadership role in the criminal justice systems about 
the country. I think it hasn't exercised that. I think it can. I think by 
pla<ing the research entity within the Department it might be able 
to do that again. It would enhance its ability to coordinate those 
efforts. 

I apologize for so long winded an answer. But to directly answer 
your question: yes, I would continue a research entity, and I would 
place it in the Department of Justice, operating very closely with the 
operating agencies. 

Mr. BLANCHARD. I served for 6 years with the attorney general of 
Michigan, but I had some dealings with LEAA grants within our 
office. The law enforcement research is veiy meaty in those categories 
you mentioned. 

But the one problem that I see is that those working in the field 
are so caught u|) in the day-to-day work process that there is a ten- 
<lency to have any research project be one of very short duration an<l 
with a specific set of apjilied research goals. 

There's been substantial testimony here that there ought to be some 
sort of basic research function that woukl be different in time from 
applied research. 

Do you accejit that? 
Mr. DAXZIGER. I do within limits. 
But I atldress your attention to page 76 of Hank Ruth's report, 

the ))aragraph entitled "The Final Observation." Mr. Ruth expresses 
it extremely well. He's cynical of the academic's desire, the Academy 
of Sciences' desire, of research for research puiposes only, and he ends 
this portion of the rei)ort by saying: 
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A study of the research world is necausary so that we can design new organiza- 
tions, new attitudes, new reward systems, interdisciplinary cooperation and pri- 
orities for those who devote their lives to criminal justice research. 

I called him yesterday morning. He works down the hall from me. 
I called him yesterday momingr, and I said, "Hank, I'm going to be 
testifying today. Would you mind if I usetl some of your paper?" 
He said, "No. t would be pleased." I said, "I want )'0U to explain this 
final paragraph to me because I don't want to misquote you." So we 
talked about it some. 

On the assumption that I understood what he was saying, he is 
very cynical of the existing reward system presently in place for the 
academic because it has nothing to do with either reduction of crime 
or dealing with equity or fairness within the systems. It has to do 
with Nobel Prizes and tenure and salary. 

In my brief period at the Institute—and I was onlv there as Di- 
rector formally for less than 1 year, or about 1 year: I was there m 
years total, that was all—but I could never cease to be amazed, could 
not cease to be amazed, by the failure of the academic community to 
produce what they promised to produce. 

Now, one can argue that ail the selections of grantees are poor. 
I don't tliink you believe that, an<l I certainly don't believe it, because 
some of the best people in this country, some of the most spohisti- 
cated academics, with many years' tenure at the finest intsitutions, 
failed to produce once they got their grant, and the efforts of the 
Federal bureaucrat constantly trying to get them to produce a paper, 
to produce what they promised to produce before they got that 
$500,000 grant, were monumental. 

We moved toward a competitive award system. I favor a competi- 
tive award system. I'm not offended by that either. I daresay that 
congressional bill, S. 431, which is alluded to in my statement, I 
strongly support. I think it's an appropriate way for directed research. 
That is not to say there should not be some basic research, and I can 
accept the fact that within an institute, within a research entity, 
within the Department of Justice some basic research should exist. 

But I do not believe that we shoukl award some $80 million to 
$40 million which is in a research budget, abrogate all our responsi- 
bilities, just to support an academic research community. 

Within some limits, within some priorities, yes. 
Mr. BbANCHARn. Do you think that Congress, our society, the 

law enforcement community generally, has the patience to tolerate 
substantial basic research programs? 

I know in my area in the State of Michigan we have an enormous 
problem with crime, and you could have a discussion all day long 
as to what the causes are. But it is a major problem, and everybody 
is undermanned and understaffed, and the cotirts are backlogged. 
I don't know, given the choices of allocating resources, if I were 
doing it, if I would have the luxury of funding a lot of open basic 
research projects. 

I'm wondering from your experience what you feel? This is a very 
action oriented society, a "can do" type of society. We don't like to 
wait around. I wonder if we would have the patience to honestly 
face, comprehensively face, basic research. 

Mr. DANZIGKR. When I was head of the National Institute I was 
a career Federal employee. I had been a political appointee in the 
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Democratic administration, the Johnson administration. Subsequently 
I was a poHticai appointee under Richanison. But I was a career 
employee as head of the National Institute. At that time it was in the 
competitive civil service. It has subsequently been removed. I never 
had any difficulty, save in two instances, with the political process. 
My relationship with the then head of LEAA, Jerris Leonard was 
excellent. He accepted the fact that he was the political figure, that 
I was the head of the Institute, and in only two instances did I feel 
the staff of the Institute and myself were placed in the position of 
making a jutlgment which was not based upon our review. That is 
not to say tiiat I agreed with each and every staff recommendation. 
I did not. But they were political interests or decisions. I am not a 
member of any political party. 

There are tradeoffs to be sure, and the plan I presented has lots of 
tradeoffs in it. I agree with what you implicitly state, that as a 
member of the public, we desire instant gratification. Most of the 
public wants instant gratification. And conditions are so severe in 
urban centers that I would authorize all the funds to flow to these 
centers. I think there should be virtually no criminal justice funds 
awarded to the rural areas where the conditions are not as grave. 
I think conditions in our cities are serious enough that the public 
has a right to be aroused, and if the priorities are set in a manner 
that forgets, overlooks, the fact that that's where the problem is, 
I think the public has a right to say, "Why invest in basic research? 
Here's where the problem is." 

So long as in establishing the priorities and allocating the resources 
one balances the fact of the needs of the public on a day-to-day basis, 
reserving some portion of the funds, some portion of our efforts for 
more long-term needs, it can work. But that's a planning proce.ss, and 
that's the establishing of priorities. We tried to do that. The impact 
program in part was a buy-off at that. It was a way of tiying to deal 
in a demonstration mode with several types of violent crime, most 
heavily impacting upon the public; crimes of opportunity, a carry-for- 
ward of an effort that had started before my time called the pilot cities 
program, and effort which I understood they were going to continue 
m another form sometime after I left, under some other heading. 

But the attempt to allocate a substantial amovmt of resotirces to 
high crime areas, to deal with crimes of opportunity, that gives you 
the luxury, that buy-off gives you the luxury, of investing some 
resources in more long-term efforts. Without doing that, I thmk the 
public has a right to feel aggrieved. 

Mr. BLANCHARD. The answer to one of the other questions that I 
had, which was to what the extent political intercession affected, or 
created a problem, as it were, and you mentionetl two instances where 
that had actually happened. 

Mr. DANZIGER. I don't think it existed at all. WTien I say "in two 
instances", let me explain it. 

An elected administration, responsible to the 50 million people or 
thereabouts that elect them, have a right to move the boat in the 
direction that they believe is responsive to the persons that elected 
them. 

In the year and one-half that I was there there were two instances 
where grant applications, if you will, emanated from above and filtered 
into the institution. I would not have funded either one of them. 
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I tlaie say probably most of the stafl" wouUl not have funded either 
one of them. That does not make them improper or inappropriate. The 
administration was interested in obscenity, so they funde<l an ob- 
scenity fjrant. 

It was interesting; that when it first came down from Don San- 
tarelli, who was then working: for Mitchell in the Justice Department. 
It came tlown as a directive from Suntarelli. He said, the White House 
<lirected we give money directly to the minority or the dissenter in 
the Obscenity Commission. Father—his name escapes me. He wa.s 
connected with Morality in Media—Mr. Leonard refused to do that 
and stood up to the White House and to Santarelh >ind said, "I would 
not do that. Instead," he said, "1 would give the money to a law school 
to act as a clearinghouse on obscenity law," and that was done. 

I think that project lasted for .some time, for a year or two. I believe 
it is now no longer in existence. I think for the period of time that it 
lasted most district attorneys' offices found it a positive thing, though 
I was surj)rised by that. 

The other grant had to <lo with an encjclopedia for [wlicing, which 
most of us felt would be worthless, and duplicative of what already 
exists. To my knowledge, that has never been implemented. In lieu 
of that there was an evaluation of a study design ami as a result of the 
evaluation the product was killed. 

I don't feel those kin<ls of efforts are political pressure in divisive 
sort of way. I think the kind of ])olitical pressure that LEAA suffers, 
at lea-st during my period of time, was not in the National Institute, but 
rather on the other side of the progiam where the real money was. 

Mr. BLANCHARD. I don't have any further questions. I'd like to 
move on. 

Does staff have any questions you'd like to ask? 
Mr. STOVALL. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
Mr. Danziger, have you been aware of the testimony that's come 

along before your presence here today? 
Mr. DANZIGER. I have read, I believe, many of the statements. All 

of your witnesses have not submittetl statements. Nor have I read any 
of the questions and answers. 

Mr. STOVALL. Have you had an opj)ortunity, sir, to evaluate or to 
reevaluate the National Acailemy's recommendations ami report? 

Mr. DANZIGER. Yes, sir. 
Mr. STOVALL. Among the reconmiendations that they make, one of 

the criticisms seems to be that the Institute is too subject to the 
LEAA and in general to political pressures, which seems to refute your 
testimony. 

They seemed critical of the inability of the staff in the In-stitute to 
have quality kind of methodologies to supervise the research projects 
which were going on. 

The}- were critical of the short term administration that .seemed to 
resist, or no administration, by their testimony, seemeil to get a 
s|)ecific thrust or objectives. 

They .seemed to be in favor of removing the research com|)letely 
from this LEAA spectrum, and they seemed to also favor a large 
amount of basic long-term re.search money over a period of 5, 10, 15, 
or 20 years. 

I'd like to know if you could skij) through those and give what you 
think you'd feel comfortable in commenting on, and respond to those 
criticisms. 
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Mr. DANZIGER. I would like to touch each one of them, if I may, but 
I'll try to do it very brieHy. 

I emphasize very strongly I did not have any difficulty or political 
Sressnre during the perioil I was head of the Institute. I believe Henrv 

Luthdid. 
I daresay from what I've heard, though I have never tliscussed the 

issue with the Administrator that followed me, Jerry Cai)lan. Dunrig 
some part of his tenure I understand he must have some pressure. He 
could testify to that much better than I. 

I fiiink it's a function of jieople, and the relationships that are 
established in advance. I made that deal in advance. When I was 
called to run the National Institute I had an agreement with Mr. 
I^eonard before I took the job. I wasn't looking for the job, and my 
deal was he knew what his job was and I know what my job was, and 
he wouldn't interfere, and he didn't. I don't think that's a normal 
relationship. 

I would suggest that LEAA is not the appropriate ^)lace for the 
National Institute. I think it has much broailer res|)onsibilities than 
just within the limits of LEAA's responsibility. I think it is more 
natioiuil in scope, including the Fecleral law, and including both 
criminal and civil law. I think it more appro))riately belongs in the 
Department of Justice. 

It will still experience jjolitical pre.ssure. That's fine. The people 
have a light to adjust that every 4 years, and I am not offended by 
the political process. I think that's what makes the country strong. 
I think it belongs in the Department of Justice and that's the appro- 
priate place for pressure to be exerted. 

On the issue of staff, the staff of the National Institute in mediocre. 
They're not researchers. They're not scientists. They're never going 
to be researchers. They're never going to be scientists. It's a m3^th to 
think that they are. Forget the question that they have, a few of 
them have, doctorates or law <legrees. Basically they are Federal 
employees and grants people. That's all they have time to do, and 
that's all they're going to do. 

When I was there 1 tried to establish an in-house research unit, just 
developing state-of-the-art papers, and they tlid ])roduce. Tney 
actually published for the first time in their whole history I think, 
three or four papers, one on alcoholism, another was a graduate thesis. 
We let the young man finish it while he was there. It nad to do with 
mobile crime labs. There was also this plan, which I think was a 
publishable document. 

But they are not scientists, and to think that they are working over 
test tubes, or the equivalent, is not possible. They don't have the 
ability or the time, and it's never going to attract that qualit\' of 
person. We should accept the fact that the Institute is a grant on con- 
tract operation. Let it learn how to monitor research extremely well. 
Let it learn how to catalog the resources well, to draw upon the re- 
search community, both in the i)rivate and public sector. Let it learn 
how to do those jobs well. But to think of it as a research institute, to 
think of it as an operation that is doing in-house research, I think 
borders on the ludicrous. 

I think the ailministration of the Institute has been a terrible 
failure. I think the responsibility of that in part rests with Congress 
and in part rests with varying administrations, because people nave 
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not taken the effort to follow through, to hold accountable the agency 
for the money that it has been appropriated and how it has been spent. 

Congress knew about the impact program. They were part of that. 
They were not part of it however to the extent they should have been. 
The impact program should have been given a chance to reach 
conclusion. 

By example, I would receive calls after I left the National Institute 
from one of the better research, basic research directors. He was 
nmning a long-term research effort that was started before I took over 
the Institute. I continued it during all of my tenure. It had to do with 
an assessment of juvenile corrections, operated bv Professors V'inter 
and Sari of the University of Michigan. An e.xcellent research effort. 
It probably resulted in more publications than probably any other 
single research effort the Institution has mounted. I used to get calls 
from Professor Vinter about the hassles he was being put through by 
the Institute after I left. What could I do to help him. I used to say, 
"Bob, I cannot do a thing. I can't do a thing to help you. I'm no 
longer there." 

It is, again, not even important whether his project was a perfect 
Eroject or not, but rather the commitment was to give him $1 million 

y Hank Ruth over a 5-plus-j'ear period. Hank gave him the first 
$150,000 or so. I continued it for some years. Whether it actually 
reached its full completion or not, I don't know. I believe it did not, 
because eventually they started to say, "The priorities have changed 
We switched the rules." 

Yet, his project was part of a project which was supposed to be 
coordinated with Paul Najelski, presently a member of the Depart- 
ment of Justice. He had a grant mvolving administration of juvenile 
justice out of the Institute of Judicial Administration in New York. 
In addition we had a major project with Harvard University, studying 
and evaluating the deinstitutionalization efforts of Jerome Miller 
when he was nead of Corrections in Mass. These three grants at- 
tempted, will others to examine the problems of juveniles in the 
criminal justice .system. That was a legitimate priority, whether the 
choice of persons to do the research was accurate or not. Certainly 
the research had problems, but continuing there efforts, was im- 
mensely important. 

The responsibility for tbe failure to allow research to be completed 
I believe, rests in part with changing administrations. But I also 
believe Congress should have forced the Department to submit multi- 
year plans. "Don't just tell us what you're going to do this year. Tell 
us what your priorities are for some years." Representing your con- 
stituency, in the development of those priorities you should maintain 
an oversight function. 

On the issue of removing it from LEAA, I think I've already ad- 
dressed that. 

Mr. STOVALL. Can we stop there on the LEAA for a moment? 
Mr. DANZIGER. Yes, sir. 
Mr. STOVALL. What's your feeling as far as the fact that LEAA has 

been charged primarily with state and local oriented crime projects, 
where the Justice Department is charged with the Federal projects? 
Do you feel that this might cause more of a Federal approach in the 
Institute to research projects over a State and local approach? 
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Mr. DANZIOER. I think it could. I think the organizational entity 
•where the boxes fall can just as easily be a failure in the Department 
of Justice as it has been in the LEAA. 

I think you, as an oversight body, have taken an interest. I daresay 
you have thought through the process over these nine years, or there- 
abouts, that LEAA has been in existence. You have refined and 
defined, far better your aspirations. Perhaps you can come to agree- 
ment among yourselves as to what you want the Institute to do. You 
can give better direction to the Federal delivery system. Your over- 
sight responsibility can stop the Institute from becoming a giant pork 
barrel to support the Federal System. 

The box itself, moving the box to Justice in and of itself is not going 
to, say, make it a more effective institution. I think a combination oi 
forces are at issue. Your interest can potentially make the Institute 
and the research effort more productive. 

Mr. STOVALL. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
That by and large is the majority of the areas. We may have some 

further questions which we would like to pass on. Thank you, Mr. 
Chairman. 

Mr. BLANCHARD. Yes. I should add that additional questions can 
be submitted for the record. 

Mr. STOVALL. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
Mr. BLANCHARD. We'll allow the other witnesses to make their 

statements. 
Thank you very much, Mr. Danziger, for your efforts in helping us. 
Mr. DANZIGER. Thank you. 
May I leave these, sir? 
Mr. BLANCHARD. Yes, I think the staff might like to review those, 

and then return them to you. Thank you. 
Our next witness is the new Deputy Attorney General of the United 

States, Mr. Peter J. Flaherty. 
Since I've been here a couple of years now and am an oldtimer, I 

would like to welcome you to town, and also indicate that my dealings 
this year with the Department of Justice have been very good, es- 
pecially with the LEAA. Although I understand Mr. Gregg is not 
nere today, I want to compliment both of you for the way you've 
handled matters. 

Mr. FLAHERTY. Thank you for the warm welcome. 
I regret that Jim Gregg has had some kind of illness in his family 

and can't be here this morning. 
But with me is Blair Ewing of the LEAA, who will be acting in 

Elace of Mr. Gregg; and Paul Nejelski, on my left, who is with the 
>epartment of Justice in the Office of Improvements in Administra- 

tion of Justice. 
Mr. BLANCHARD. We have your statements and also that of Jim 

Gregg. If j'ou'd like you can summarize, Mr. Deputy, and your 
complete statement will be submitted for the record. However, if you 
wish to proceed, you may. I know you have some scheduling problems, 
and we thank you for your patience. 

[The prepared statements of Mr. Flaherty and Mr. Gregg follow:] 

STATEMENT OF PETER F. FLAHERTY, DEPUTY ATTORNEY GENERAL 

Mr. Chairman, it is a pleasure to appear before you today to discuss the De- 
partment of Justice's research program in crime control and criminal justice 
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system improvement. Your hearings come at a most opportune time l>ecause 
the Department of Justice is currently reassessing its research program in this 
area, and I am sure our work will benefit from these hearings and your subsequent 
report. 

In recent years the Department of Justice, with your policy guidance, has 
initiated a series of major research programs. Since 1968, three major research 
programs have developed—the National Institute of Law Enforcement and 
Criminal Justice, the National Institute of Corrections and the National Institute 
of Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention. The National Institute of Law 
Enforcement and Criminal Justice began with funding of $4 million in I9r>9; 
now the combined FY 1978 budget request for all three research programs is in 
the vicinity of $34 million. The subsequent testimony of .Mr. James Gregg, Acting 
Administrator of the Law Enforcement Assistance Administration, will more 
specifically review the structure and accomplishment of some of our research 
efforts. For now let me briefly indicate the Department's commitment to research 
by briefly describing the status of these programs: 

THE N.\TIONAL INSTITUTE OF  L.VW  ENFORCEMENT AND  CRIMIN.\L JUSTICE 

Given the focus of these hearings and your Icnowledge of this program, I am 
sure I need not review this program. However, I would note that for FY 1978 
we have requested $21 million for the support of this program. This, as you know, 
is our largest research program, and the one we are giving the most attention. 
We are committed to the strengthening of this effort so that the research con- 
ducted through this program can contribute to the control of crime and improve- 
ment of the administration of justice. 

N.\TIONAL   INSTITUTE   OF   CORRECTIONS 

The National Institute of Corrections (NIC) has designed its research function 
to strengthen the research and evaluation capabilities of state and local correc- 
tional agencies. Grants are made primarily to state and local correctional agencies 
that have their own research and evaluation staff. The grants permit these agen- 
cies to undertake research projects of immediate concern, but which are beyond 
the current financial resources of the agencies. These grants range from $1.5,000 
to $40,000 each. The focus in the.se agencies is operational research that may en- 
able the correctional administrator to make better decisions. 

The grants would fall generally in these categories: probation and parole 
operations, evaluation of innovative programs in jails, and evaluation of screening- 
for-risk systems being used in correctional institutions. 

In addition to strengthening the research and evaluation capabilities of state 
and local correctional agencies, the National Institute of Corrections plans— 
during Fiscal Year 1978—a significant evaluation of existing screening/classifica- 
tion systems nationally. For Fiscal Year 1977, NIC has available $7.56,000 for 
grants and contracts. For Fiscal Year 1978, the amount of $2,0.57,000 has been 
requested. 

NATIONAL   INSTITITUE   OF  JUVENILE   JUSTICE   AND   DELINQUENCY 

This Institute is fully integraterl into its larger Office, the Office of Juvenile 
Justice and Delinquency Prevention. It conducts research into the problem of 
juvenile delinquency and evalu.ates juvenile justice programs. In addition, the 
In.stitute develops standards for administrotion of juvenile justice, provides 
training for practitioners in the field, and serves as a center for dissemination of 
research results. For Fiscal Year 1978 we have requested $7,500,000 for support 
of this program. Currently, the Institute is supporting research on deinstitutional- 
ization, diversion, reduction of school violence, youth service bureaus and learn- 
ing disabilities and their relationship to delinquent behavior. In addition, the 
program now being developed will sponsor research on gang delinquency, restitu- 
tion and the treatment cf serious juvenile offendei's. 

This Institute, with its integrated approach and its evaluation emphasis, may 
be considered, in many ways, as a prototype 

While all of this indicates the scope of the Department's research program, 
two recent developments further indicate our commitment tt) research: 

The Department of Justice has developed and requested funding for a new 
program of research to focus on the Federal justice system. The Fiscal Year 1978 
budget that we submitted requested $2 million to sponsor research on problems 
in the administration of the Federal criminal and civil justice systems. 



The Attorney General appointed a study group, which I chair, to review our 
total program in assistance to State and local govornnicnts in crime control and 
the impro\ emcnt of criminal justice. This group has analyzed the functions of the 
National Institute of Law Enforcement and Criminal Justice and has submitted 
our recommendations to the Attorney General and through him to the Congress. 
******* 

We have already identified certain problems in the research programs, and we 
have moved to correct them. 

First, we have noted that there is little research conducted on the Federal justice 
system. In fact, the National Institute of Law Enforcement and Criminal Justice 
is prohibited from funding such research unle-ss it ha-s a direct relevance to state 
and local efforts. In response to this problem, wc have developed, as I have already 
noted, the Federal Justice Re.search Program. In 1978, we hope to conduct research 
to aid in the establishment of sentencing guidelines on the Federal criminal code, 
and to conduct a study of prosecutorial discretion in the Offices of the United 
States Attorneys. In addition, the analysts and evaluation required by law of all 
Federal juvenile justice programs will be quickly undertaken and a comprehensive 
Federal policy developed that will guide future Federal activities in juvenile justice 
and delinquency prevention. 

We have reviewed the research program of LE.AA and the excellent analysis, 
done at LEAA's request, of a major portion of that program bj' the National 
Academy of Sciences. As you know, that analysis focused primarily on the National 
Institute of Law Enforcement and Criminal Justice. We are concerned about the 
lack of focus in certain areas of the LEAA research program and the lack of syste- 
matic utilization of research results. Our study of the LEAA program gave priority 
to this problem and has recommended an expanded and refocused research role for 
the Department of Justice. We are committed to making the resulting research 
program more responsive to the problems to which it is addressed. 

A related problem concerns the relative absence of coordination in our research 
programs. To consider the extent of this problem and alternatives for dealing with 
it, a Task Force has been established in the Office for Improvements in the Ad- 
ministration of Justice. This Task Force will consider issues that are common to 
all our research programs and will recommend ways in which we can enhance the 
integration of our research efforts, thereby avoiding duplications of effort. We are 
reviewing carefully all of the suggestions made in the NSA analysis about upgrad- 
ing the quality of research and assuring a proper climate for good research. 

Finally, our review ha-s led us to concur with those who have noted that a major 
obstacle to good research and planning is the absence of comprehensive, valid 
data on crime and the criminal justice system. While the Department of Justice 
spends between S40 million and $60 million per year on information and statistical 
systems and programs, we cannot accurately answer many simple questions about 
crime and criminal justice. In response to this proVjlem, we are reviewing a series of 
proposals developed by staff designed to improve the organization of our criminal 
justice statistics collection and di.sseminatlon. 

Mr. Chairman, I trust the above indicates the Department is striving to develop 
an effective research program. We recognize the value of research and are working 
to Improve all of our programs. In that regard, we will carefully consider the testi- 
mony that has been given before your Committee, and the report you prepare as a 
result of these hearings. 

I would now be pleased to respond to any questions the Joint Subcommittees 
might have. 

STATEMENT OP J.\ME8 M. H. GREQG, AS.SIST.\NT ADMINISTR.\TOR, LAW ENFORCE- 
MENT ASSISTANCE ADMINISTRATION 

Mr. Chairman, I appreciate the opportunity to appear before this Subcommittee 
to present the views of the Law Enforcement Assistance Administration on the 
Federal role in criminal justice research and to discuss the work of the National 
Institute of Law Enforcement and Criminal Justice. 

Both LEA.\ and the National Institute welcome the Subcommittee's interest 
in the important issues surrounding criminal ju.stice research. We have found the 
views of tno Subcommittee members and the distinguished witnessesa who testified 
interesting and useful. 

Mr. Chairman, your longstanding interest in and dedication to research in 
crime control i.s well known. As one of the original sponsors of the enabling legisla- 
tion of the National Institute, you are familiar with its charter. I believe, however, 
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that it would be helpful to review it now briefly, for the Congress in 1968 gave the 
Institute a wide-ranging mandate and has expanded it over the years. 

LEAA's mission is to provide leadership and financial and technical assistance 
to State and local governments and organizations in order to increase their ef- 
ficiency and effectiveness in controlling crime and delinquency and improving the 
criminal justice system. The National Institute of Law Enforcement and Criminal 
Justice is an integral part of the LEAA program crucial to meeting this mandate. 

As stated in Title I of the Omnibus Crime Control and Safe Streets Act, the 
Institute's purpose is "to encourage research and development to improve and 
strengthen law enforcement and criminal justice, to disseminate the results of such 
efforts to state and local governments, and to assist in the development and 
support of programs for the training of law enforcement and criminal justice 
personnel." 

Among the specific functions outlined in the legislation are development of new 
approaches or equipment to improve criminal justice, support for behavioral 
research, for research fellowships, and for special workshops to disseminate re- 
search and operational experience, and information collection and dissemination. 

In 1973 Congress gave added responsibility to the Institute for supporting 
evaluations of criminal justice programs and for sharing evaluation results with 
state and local governments. Specific assignments, such as the 1973 charge to 
conduct a national criminal justice manpower survey and the 1976 directive to 
conduct a survey of existing and future needs for correctional facilities, have also 
been given, .\nother important new responsibility added last year is research on 
the relationship between drug abuse and crime and the evaluation of drug treat- 
ment programs, to be carried out in conjunction with the National Institute on 
Drug Abuse. 

HISTORY AND EVOLUTION OF THE NATIONAL INSTITUTE 

In making specific provision for a research institute under the general au' 
thority of LEAA, the Congress recognized the pressing need to bring the tech- 
niques of scientific analysis to bear on the problem of crime and the operations of 
the criminal justice system. Through research, it would be possible to acquire 
reliable information and build knowledge that would help ensure effective use of 
the Federal funds available for criminal justice improvement. 

A decade ago the available knowledge was scanty and fragmented. As the 
President's Commission on Law Enforcement and Administration of Justice put 
it in 1967: the greatest need was the "need to know." The Commission noted 
that the revolution of scientific discovery had "largely bypassed the problems of 
crime and crime control." Only a handful of scientists were engaged in criminal 
justice research. The establishment of the National Institute provided a mecha- 
nism for stimulating and coordinating criminal justice research on a national level. 

The Institute began operations in late 1968 with a skeleton staff of four and a 
budget of $2.9 million. In fiscal year 1970, the Institute's budget climbed to $7.5 
million where it remained for two years. Staff size was expanded to include special- 
ists in many areas of criminal justice and the social and physical sciences. 

Some of the projects funded in the Institute's early years have made significant 
contributions to the goal of improving and strengthening law enforcement. An 
example is the early Institute research on Family Crisis Intervention, which pro- 
duced techniques for training police to handle domestic quarrels safely and more 
effectively. Some form of crisis intervention training is now offered by more than 
100 major police departments. 

As important as the results of any specific project, however, was the fact that 
criminal justice researchers now had a sponsor and an incentive to specialize in 
this area. 

Fiscal years 1972 and 1973 saw increases in the Institute's budget to $21 and 
$31 million respectively. During this period emphasis focused on efforts to control 
specific crimes and to improve law enforcement capabilities. 

Recognizing the advances in technology and the expressed interests of Congress 
in this area, the Institute invested heavily in equipment research and develop- 
ment. This trend was curtailed in 1974 and a more focused approach taken to the 
application of advanced technology. 

In fiscal years 1974 and 1975, the Institute budgets reached a high of more than 
$40 million. The focus of the research during that period was toward improving 
the efficiency and f-iirness of the criminal justice system and reducing the co-sts of 
crime to the individual and society. 

In the past two fiscal years, the trend toward higher budgets has been reversed, 
reflecting an agency-wide fund reduction. In the current fiscal year, the Insti- 
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tute's budget is approximately $27 million. Ite program is administered by a full- 
time staff of 77. 

OBJECTIVES OF THE RESEARCH PROGRAM 

The principal objectives of the Institute's research can be summarized under 
the following broad categories— 

To systematically build a body of knowledge; 
To gain new insights that can enable us to evaluate concepts and programs, 

separating facts from illusions; 
To learn what works under what kinds of circumstancesa and at what costs; 
To provide useful, reliable information for developing action programs; 
To transfer the results of both research and successful operating experience 

to policy-makers and practitioners; and, 
To disseminate a wide range of information to the international criminal 

justice community. 

BUILDING KNOWLEDGE AND  GAINING INSIGHTS 

Over the past eight years, there has been a steady accumulation of much needed 
new knowledge through Institute-sponsored research. In some important areas, 
insights are emerging that enable us to see more clearly the limitations of some 
of the traditional responses to crime. 

In the area of police patrol, for example, the Institute has funded a number of 
studies that have examined the efficacy of traditional practices and explored 
alternatives that can enhance both the effectiveness and the efficiency of patrol. 
Among these have been assessments of both traditional and specialized patrol, 
team policing, and an experiment with the use of "split-force patrol. In this 
design, the patrol force was divided into two parts—one that responded only to 
calls for service, and one that was responsible for preventive patrol. In this way, 
the project isolated and analyzed preventive patrol and suggested improvements. 

An approach that appears to hold promise is "directed" preventive patrol, 
where activities are carefully planned in advance rather than left to the officer's 
discretion. But more research is needed to identify preventive tactics. To enhance 
efficiency, such ideas as "stacking" non-emergency calls appear to be a feasible 
approach, one that citizens will accept if they are told in advance when police 
will arrive. 

Another research effort that has important implications for patrol is a study of 
police response time in Kansas City. Over the past decade, substantial sums have 
been invested in efforts to quicken police response to citizen calls, on the assump- 
tion that faster response time would necessarily mean more arrests. But Institute 
research on response time suggests a challenge to the conventional wisdom in some 
respects. 

Preliminary findings from an analysis of more than 900 serious crimes indicate 
that prompt reporting by citizens appears to be as critical a factor in apprehending 
suspects a.s swift police response. In many cases, however, there were significant 
delays in reporting crimes to police. Only half of all the serious offenses analyzed 
were reported within five minutes from the time the citizen was free to call the 
pwUce. In some cases, delays seemed to stem from the victim's trauma and con- 
fusion. But in many cases the researchers found that citizens first talked to other 
people rather than calling the police immediately. 

"The reporting delays tended to diminish the impact of rapid police response. 
Unless citizens can be educated to summon police more quickly, it appears that 
heavy investments in expensive command and control systems may not bring the 
crime control dividends we hoped for. The findings also underscore the need for 
continued research on patrol: if officers are being deployed for a rapid response 
that in many cases may not be necessary, then changes clearly are called for. 

Some general conclusions can also be drawn from research on community crime 
prevention. A neighborhood approach, for example, is likely to be more effective 
than a city-wide campaign, in which resources are dissipated and the themes too 
general to be effective in different neighborhoods. A combination of strategies— 
neighborhood watch, premise security surveys, property-marking—is likely to be 
more effective than any one in isolation, because the individual projects support 
and reinforce one another. Citizens can best be involved in crime prevention 
efforts when they are contacted in person, in small groups, and in their own homes. 
Mass-media campaigns and large-scale community meetings seem distinctly less 
effective. 

Among the community crime prevention programs that have been found to be 
effective are citizen patrols. Building patrols, in particular, seem to be effective 
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in rpdiicing crime and increasing a sense of security. In addition, such patrols 
helped to l)uffcr encounters t)etweon police and the residents of public housing 
projects. Concerns about vigilante activity do not appear to be borne out. 

Another approach that appears promising is the "radio watch" programs in 
which truckers and taxi-cab drivers use their two-way radios to report criminal 
activity observed in the course of their normal job routines. Finally, programs to 
reduce theft—notalile property-marking projects and premise security surveys— 
c^n reduce burglaiy rates among the citizens who take part in them. 

In the courts area, too, a body of useful knowledge has been developed that 
can alleviate many of the pressing problems of the administration of justice. 
Court delay, for example, is a serious and pervasive problem. To a considerable 
extent, we have identified procedures which can help to improve case processing 
and reduce delays. LEAA is supporting a major research and action program to 
develop precise recommendations to enable the courts to maintain a current 
calendar. 

One of the most successful courts-related research projects of recent years showed 
that, by adopting simple techniques to improve jury management, the typical 
jurisdiction could reduce its juror pool by 20 to 25 percent while still maintaining 
adequate coverage. The cost savings are considerable. A projected $50 million 
could be saved each year if reforms recommended by the research were adopted 
nationwide. LEAA is now supporting efforts to implement the findings in 20 
jurisdictions and is providing regional workshops for court personnel. 

Research also has shown that it is possible to devise a sentencing model that—by 
weighing the seriousness of the offense on one hand and the offender's prior 
criminal history on the other—would indicate the sentence that would be given 
in about 85 percent of similar cases in a jurisdiction. The model forms the basis 
for guidelines that judges can use to check their preception of an appropriate 
."sentence in a given case. When a judge believes that a defendant deserves a sen- 
tence that falls outside the range of the guidelines, he or she is asked to confer 
with several colleagues and to provide written reasons for the exception. 

Model sentencing guidelines have been fully implemented in two jurisdictions, 
and the experience indicated that judges were both interested in the concept and 
willing to use a model that reflects their jurisdictions's sentencing policy. Similar 
guidelines are now being developed in Chicago, Philadelphia, Newark, and 
Phoenix. If the project works as well in large metropolitan courts as we expect, 
the result should be a useful mechanism for achieving more uniform sentencing 
practices in a jurisdiction and for increasing public tnist by making the sentencing 
process more open and less arbitrary. 

In corrections, the Institute's research program has attempted to build knowl- 
edge in three major areas: the impact of the courts and state legislatures in shaping 
correctional policies and practices; the issues affecting the management of institu- 
tions; and the effectiveness of correctional intervention. 

Research on the legal issues has provided insights into the effects of judicial 
intervention and the need of uniform laws governing corrections. It appears that 
the long-term impact of court rulings is somewhat limited, although it does help 
to remedy some of the most serious deficiencies in correctional institutions and 
practices. The research on judicial intervention also points to the need to reform 
corrections legislation and administrative practices so that they are acceptable 
to the courts. To provide a statutory framework for acceptable correctional 
practices. Institute research is developing a Model Corrections Code. Another 
legal issue of increasing interest to corrections is the new trend toward determinate 
^sentencing. The Institute is evaluating the experience of Maine, the first state to 
revise Its criminal code to incorporate a version of fixed sentences and elimination 
of parr.le, and intends to assess the experience of other states implementing 
determinate and/or presumptive sentencing approaches. 

The continued prt spect of seriovis overcrowding in institutions represents a 
major obstacle to humane and effective correctional management. Research 
findings have yielded information about the level of violence in prisons and condi- 
tions leading to violence. Another research topic is development of a classification 
tool for matching inmates to the types of prisons most conducive to their physical 
and mental well-being. The survey of correctional facilities mandated by the 
Crime Control Act of 1976 will help to focus continuing .attention on the.se and 

•other management issues. 
Questions about the effectiveness of correctional programs are fundamental, 

and the Institute is attempting to assimilate knowledge about the value of such 
traditional practices as parole and probation. One of its major research efforts is a 
survey of corrections research that is analyzing evaluations of more than 4,000 
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corrections treatment programs. The results should provide the most thorough 
compilation of corrections research results yet available. 

Crucial to further research and evaluation of correctional programs and services 
is the development of standardized outcome measures. Typically, the most 
widely used measures are recidivism calculations that are based upon arrests or 
convictions. This approach has several major weaknesses. First, there is disagree- 
ment about the definitions and methods of determining recidivism. Second, 
followup periods are either too short or too long to be meaningful or practical for 
research or evaluation efforts. And finally, because recidivism is measured in terms 
of success or failure, it is not sensitive to varying gradations of outcome. To 
develop improved measures, the Institute is planning a study that will synthesize 
and critique the existing knowledge about recidivism, assess the merits of existing 
applied to correctional research, demonstration, and action projects. 

Although there has been a declining emphasis on technology in the Institute, 
this does not suggest that there has been little progress in developing valuable 
equipment for criminal justice. On the contrary, some significant contributions 
have been made. A primary e.\amp!e is the lifesaving body armor for police now 
being worn by otficeiT* in 1.5 cities. It is credited with saving the lives of 17 officers. 
Less dramatic but also valuable is a test that detects the presence of gunshot 
residue on a person's hands. Similarly, research is progiessing on more effective 
techniques for linking physiological clues—such as blood, hair, and semen—to a 
specific pei'son. By such forensic research and by developing certification, testing, 
and other support programs to assist the nation's crime laboratories, the Institute 
hopes to increase the confidence that judges and juries can place in evidence 
analysis. 

Having completed the previous round of research in technology, the Institute 
is now in the process of developing a new agenda through a systematic survey 
and analysis of criminal justice user needs. The emphasis will be on a focused 
effort matched closely to actual needs. 

EVALUATIVE   REBKARCH 

The need for evaluation has been repeatedly emphasized by the Congress. In 
carrying out its mandate in this area, the Institute evaluates LE.\.\ funded 
projects, iissesses specific criminal justice approaches, shares the results of these 
evaluations with the states, and conducts research to develop new evaluation 
methodologies. 

Through the Institute's evaluation program, we are asking questions about 
such fundamental issues as deterrence. 'The Institute has a number of studies that 
will e-xpand our knowledge in this area. Two studies are looking at a deterrent 
strategy followed by several state legislatures in recent years: enactment of laws 
that provide mandatory minimum .sentences for some crimes. The Institute has 
funded evaluations of the Massachusetts gun law and the New York State drug 
law. In each case, the evaluators are addressing the deterrent effect of the legisla- 
tion as well as its impact on the criminal justice system. 

The New York drug law evaluation has just been completed, and the evaluators 
report that, in the first three years after passage of the legislation, the deterrent 
effect of the law was neutralized by the inability of the criminal justice system to 
implement the law. In states or cities suffering court congestion similar to that of 
New Yoik, it appears that such laws may make little difference. 

The incapacitation/deterrence question also is the subject of two projects funded 
through the Research Agreements Program, which links the Institute to universi- 
ties or research organizations on a long-term basis for both basic and applied 
research. Both studies involve the habitual offender. The Rand Corporation is 
exploring such issues a.s how much crime is indeed committed by habitual offenders 
or career criminals and the range and effectiveness of criminal justice responses to 
them. Another major inquiry is under way at the Hoover Institute at Sanford 
University, where researchers are paying particular attention to the degree to 
which family ties and economic opportunity may dissuade Individuals from 
criminal activity. 

While these studies proceed, the National Academy of Sciences is studying the 
question of how deterrence can be measured. A panel of experts is reviewing 
significant past work on deterrence and will recommend a plan for future research 
in this area. 

In addition to a series of evaluations of LEAA discretionary programs, the 
Institute also supports the National Evaluation Program, a systematic effort 
designed to give policymakei-s useful and reliable information about specific 
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approaches to criminal justice, such as halfway houses and pre-trial release 
programs. Each NEP produces a relatively quick "Phase I" study that assesses 
what is known about the area, and outlines a plan for in-depth "Phase 11" 
evaluation or for further research if needed. The results of 27 Phase I studies 
are being widely disseminated to state and local planners and criminal justice 
practitioners. The results also have led to Phase II evaluations in two topic 
areas and to a number of related research efforts. 

To help ensure that the National Evaluation Program would be useful to crim- 
inal justice practitioners, the Institute funded an independent assessment of the 
program. One part of the study addresses the question of utilization. For example, 
a random sample of readers of the NEP reports was surveyed, and the responses 
showed that 95 percent felt that the summary reports were useful. Nearly a 
third of the readers surveyed said their organizations had taken action—or 
planned to—on the basis of the information in the summary report. 

PROGRAM DEVELOPMENT 

Often research offers opportunities for program development. One example is 
the LEAA program in environmental design, which stems in large part from 
earlier Institute research that suggested that community and neighborhood 
design can affect safety and feelings of security. The program also incorporates 
a number of other design mechanisms as well as law enforcement strategies and 
citizen action. It is now being tested in three settings: a residential neighborhood, 
a commercial district, and a school system. The results should advance our 
understanding of the relationship between environment and behavior and produce 
techniques that can be adopted by city planners, community groups, and the law 
enforcement community. 

Another program developed from research is called Managing Criminal 
Investigations. It draws upon studies of the criminal investigation process which 
showed that the single most important determinant of whether a crime is ,'solved 
is the information supplied by the victim or witness to the officer answering the 
call. These findings lea researchers to conclude that traditional follow-up investi- 
gation can be substantially reduced without impairing effectiveness, if officers at 
the scene are trained to obtain needed information quickly and efficiently when 
they ansswer a call. At the same time, it is possible to weed out unproductive 
cases and concentrate resources where they will do the most good. 

Because the criminal investigation process is an important part of a police 
department's functions, commanding a substantial share of resources, the Insti- 
tute decided to test the research conclusions in actual operaitng settings. By 
synthesizing the findings from several studies, a program model was developed 
and is k>eing implemented in five police departments. The program includes these 
elements: expanding the patrol officer's role to include responsibility for prelim- 
inary investigation; screening of cases to decide whether continued investigation 
is warranted; approaches for effectively managing continuing investigations; pro- 
cedures to improve police-prosecutor relationships, and alternative methods of 
organizing the investigative function. The evaluation of the tests will provide in- 
formation the merits of the new approach and any revisions that are needed before 
wide-scale implementation of this approach could be recommended. 

TECHNOLOGY  TRANSFER  AND   INFORMATION   DISSEMINATION 

The Institute also transfers new ideas, information, and techniques from re- 
search and operating experience through a comprehensive system that is designed 
to stimulate interest, create acceptance, and transform concepts into action. One 
example of the process is the Managing Criminal Investigations program men- 
tioned earlier. In addition to field-testing the model program in selected depart- 
ments, training workshops are introducing the research findings and their impli- 
cations for improved procedures to some 500 law enforcement officials throughout 
the country. 

In addition to research findings, the Institute, in keeping with its legislative 
mandate, provides information on the best existing approaches through two 
vehicles. "The Exemplary Projects Program identifies outstanding local efforts, 
validates their success, and publicizes them widely, encouraging other communi- 
ties to adopt these improved approaches. Prescriptive Packages are handbooks 
that consolidate the best available research information, operational experience 
and program guidelines on a particular criminal justice issue. 

But technology transfer docs not stop with the printed word. In addition to the 
training and testing program I've outlined, the Institute also sponsors special 
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workshops for criminal justice officials on major issues, such ae determinate 
sentencing. 

One of the Institute's major contributions to expanding the flow of information 
to the criminal justice community has been the National Criminal Justice Refer- 
ence Service. Created in 1972, the Reference Service provides information on law 
enforcement and criminal justice topics to a growing networlc of users. 

In the past five years, the Reference Service has distributed more than 2H 
million documents. More than 27,000 items are in the computerized data base. 
Some 48,000 individuals and organizations are registered users. An international 
focus was added following the mandate of the 1973 Crime Control Act. Materials 
Eroduced in other countries are included in the NCJRS data bank with English- 

inguage summaries or abstracts. 

NEW APPROACHES TO IMPROVING THE PLANNING AND MANAOEUENT OF LEAA 
RESEARCH 

As part of the fundamental reassessment of the LEAA program that is now 
underway, all of the agency's programs are receiving intensive scrutiny. This is 
true of the research functions as well. We are determined to improve the planning 
and management of our research efforts and have initiated several new approaches 
that we believe will bring us closer to that goal. 

SETTING  PRIORITIES  FOR  RESEARCH 

With the accumulation of significant research results, the Institute is in a posi- 
tion to set rational priorities and Ls engaged in that tasic An Institute task force 
has been at work on agenda-.setting since the beginning of theiyear, and efforts 
are well along in developing a refined framework for Institute research, which will 
include both basic and applied research, development, program testing and 
evaluation. In fact, this is now agency policy for development of new action 
programs. Within this framework, it will be possible to organize research priorities 
in a more coherent fashion. 

Before deciding upon a long-range agenda, the Institute is seeking the opinions 
of researchers, practitioners, planners, and state and local government officials. 
The final choices, of course, will reflect the mandate of the enabling legislation 
priorities set by the Attorney General and by the Administrator of LEA.\, and 
the counsel of the Institute's Advisory Committee of distinguished scholars and 
practitioners. 

In addition, the results of past research are being carefully examined to discern 
fruitful areas for further inquiry, methodological problems which must be over- 
come, and areas where more basic or fundamental questions must be answered 
or serious gaps in knowledge filled before we can more forward. These considera- 
tions, taken together, constitute both a set of criteria and a process for the careful 
selection of priorities for the future. The process is to be completed by August, and 
we anticipate that a long-range research agenda will be included in the Institute's 
FY 1978 Program Plan. 

We will be able to state in the near future what the Institute's long-term re- 
search and evaluation priorities will be. Undoubtedly they will include such broad 
areas as deterrence and rehabilitation. Also included will be specific approaches 
such as neighborhood justice centers, which free up resources by diverting minor 
cases from the judicial process, and career criminal programs, which focus re- 
sources where they can have an impact through incapacitation of serious repeat 
offenders. 

To ensure that the results of past research feed into the planning process, LEAA 
has begun systematic efforts to review research findings to identify implications 
for both research and action. One approach is the In.stitute's Research Utiliza- 
tion Committee, which brings together research, technology transfer, and relevant 
action program staff, to review completed research, identify research and action 
implications, and recommend options for disseminating research findings to ap- 
propriate audiences. In addition, plans are now being considered for creation of a 
unit that would analyze research both to pinpoint new possibilities and make 
judgments about those avenues of inquiry that appear to hold little future 
potential. 

ACTION PROGRAM DEVELOPMENT PROCESS 

In the pairt, the results of research and evaluation often were not utilized to the 
maximum extent possible in the development of action programs. To forge a 
stronger link between research and action, we have initiated the Action Program 
Development Process, a cycUcal process of planning, testing and refinement of 
innovative programs prior to wider implementation. 
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The process consists of seven steps: policy planning, problem definition, selec- 
tion of response strategies, program design, testing, demonstration, and marketing. 
The research offices will play a primary role in the steps of policy formulation, 
problem definition, selecting response strategies, program design, and testing. 

Initial program development efforts are already under way. Drawing upon 
research and operating experience in the area of alternatives to conventional 
adjudication, for example, LEAA is de.signing the Neighborhood Justice Center 
program as an alternative method of resolving interpersonal disputes that now 
clog the courts. An expanded career criminals program also will be funded. .\s we 
proceed with these and other efforts, ongoing and new re.search will feed additiona 
knowledge into the program development process. Our program development 
process is predicted on existence of knowledge that ideally is based on the cumula- 
tive findings of several studies rather than a single effort. 

EXPANOINQ BEHAVIORAL RESEARCB 

Agency policy now envisions a marriage of action and research, where planned 
research leads to planned action. At the same time LICAA recogniws that not all 
research has immediate practical application. There is also a need for research 
that furthers our understanding of criminal behavior so that we can devise more 
effective prevention and control measures. The In.stitute has been working in this 
area, with its ongoing research on the habitual offender and on deterrence, but we 
recognize the need for expanded efforts. 

Some preliminary contacts have been made with other Federal research agen- 
cies—the National Science Foundation and the National Institute of Mental 
Health—to explore the possibility of collaborative efforts to study criminal 
behavior. The initial responses indicate that these agencies would like to explore 
this possibility with us. 

What we envision would involve comprehensive, multi-disciplinary and inter- 
disciplinary studies of criminal behavior. Certain sociological and analytical 
research also would be included—for example, studies of the relationship between 
unemployment and crime and between drug abuse and crime. 

I emptasize that our thinking here is very preliminary and tentative. If it is 
possible to pool Federal research resources, however, I believe that greater progress 
could be made in this important area. 

PERFORMANCE   MEASURES   FOR   THE   CRIMINAI,  JUSTICE   SYSTEM 

Another area where much more information is critically needed is the per- 
formance of the criminal justice system as a system. Crime statistics alone do not 
tell us much about the performance of law enforcement agencies. They cannot 
reveal where the problems really are—with the police, the prosecutors, the courts, 
or corrections. Part of the diflficultj' in this area has been lack of concentrated 
attention to measuring performance in ways other than crime statistics, and part 
has been a failure to grapple with the fact that these agencies are part of an entire 
system devoted to public safety. 

In an effort to change this situation, the National Institute has liegun a com- 
prehensive study of the criminal justice system—as a system—to identify where 
the various agencies have conflicting objectives, where inter-agency coordination 
is needed, and where funds should be allocated to have the greatest impact. By 
constructing new measures of agency performance that are directly related to the 
social objectives of the criminal justice system, we hope to encourage agencies to 
shed the parochialism of the past and begin to think in system-wide terms. 

OTHER   APPROACHES  TO   RESEARCH   MANAGEMENT 

The Research Agreements Program and the National Evahiation Program 
referred to earlier also represent fresh approaches to managing the research 
function. 

Through the Research Agreements Program, the Institute attempts to develop 
relatively long-term relationships with .selected universities and research organi- 
zations with an interest in criminal justice research. Kach agreement represents a 
long-term c<immitment to a program area that complements the overall efforts of 
the National Institute. The Research Agreements focus on criminal justice 
problems for which long-term, often basic lesearch is the optimal or only feasible 
approach, beciuse of the need for longitudinal research designs or the breadth of 
the subject matter or intcr-relntedness of the issues. 

Five Research Agreements have i)een funded. The four original efforts that 
began two years ago are being carried out by: Northwestern University, which is 
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focusing on citizens' responses to crime at the community level: the Rand Cor- 
poration, which is studj'ing the nature of the habitual offender characteristics and 
the criminal justice system's treatment of these offenders; Yale University, which 
is conducting research in white collar crime with an emphasis on Federal enforce- 
ment and sanctioning of these offenses; and the Hoover Institution, which is 
developing methods to applj' econometric techniques to the study of crime and 
criminal justice. A fifth Research Agreement has recently been signed, under 
•which the Vera Institute of Justice will study the relationship between unemploy- 
ment and crime. 

The National Evaluation Program represents a move toward the orderlj% 
sequential collection and .synthesis of knowledge. The phased approach was 
implemented .so that information useful to planners, practitioners and policy- 
makers would be available in a timely fashion. Since the program began three 
years ago, reports on 27 topics area.s have been made available. 

The In.stitute intends to adjust the NEP program as it progres.ses to suit chang- 
ing evaluation needs. The Phase I assessments will be longer-term and will provide 
more definitive results. In addition, more emphasis will be placed on in-depth 
"Phase II" evaluations. Two have already been funded, with another two or 
three "Phase II" studies planned for FY 1978. 

BUILDING CAP.tBILITIES 

The success of any management effort, or course, depends upon the involve- 
ment of capable staff. To enhance the capabilities of its research staff, LEAA 
operates a Visiting Fellowship Program, which brings researchers to its offices to 
conduct independent studies. The Program encourages creative researchers to 
focus on criminal justice problems while at the same time provides a source of 
contact with the academic world and of continuing education for the Institute 
staff. 

Soon to begin is a program of limited in-house research that will permit staff 
to perform relatively small research projects at the Institute, at a state or local 
government agency," or a university, depending upon the nature of the research 
project. The kinds of research that may be performed include: the design and 
implementation of an original research project emphasizing either policy-relevant 
or basic research issues; thorough re-analysis of major data sets produced by other 
researchers; comprehensive literature reviews and bibliographic essays that assess 
the knowledge base in a particular area; and, the development and/or testing of 
methodological tools in criminal justice. We anticipate that the program will give 
the staff an opportunity to upgrade their professional skills and stature as re- 
searchers and will help to improve the Institute's research i)lanning and progiam 
development through enhanced staff capabilities. 

NATION.^L INSTITUTF; FOR JDVENILE JUSTICE AND DEUNQUENCY PREVENTION 

An important part of LEAA's overall research effort is carried out by the Na- 
tional Institute for Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention. Established 
by the Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention Act of 1974, this Institute 
conducts research into the problems of juvenile delinquency, evaluates juvenile 
justice progi-ams, develops standards for the administration of juvenile justice, 
provides training for persons working or preparing to work in the delinquency 
field, and serves as a center for the collection and dissemination of information. 

The Institute's overall policy and operations are developed and carried out 
with the advice of a Subcommittee of the Presidentially-appointed National Advi- 
sory Committee for Juvenile Ju.stice and Delinquency Prevention. As part of 
LEAA's Office of Juvenile Justice and Delinquency frevontion, the Institute's 
research and evaluation activities are closely tied to action progi'am initiatives in 
the juvenile area supported by the Agency. 

DEVELOPMENTAL RESEAKCH 

The Office of Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention (OJJDP) makes 
discretionary "Special Emphasis" grants as a supplement to a formula grant pro- 
gram for state and local units of government. Special Emphasis grants are awarded 
to public and private nonproject agencies and organizations to support action 
program initiatives in priority areas. Objectives and goals for each initiative are 
based on an assessment of existing data and previous research and evaluation 
studios prepared by the National Institute. 

Initiatives announced to date for which the Institute has completed develop- 
mental work include programs for deinstitutionalization of non-criminal juvenile 
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status offenders, diversion of juveniles from traditional juvenile justice system 
processing, reduction of school crime and violence, and prevention of delinquency 
through programs operated by youth-serving agencies. Work is still underway to 
develop programs for treatment of serious juvenile offenders, reduction of gang 
delinquency, prevention of delinquency through neighborhood approaches, and 
restitution. 
Basic research 

A broad range of basic research studies are being sponsored by the Institute to 
add to the knowledge base regarding the causes and nature of delinquency. A 
series of special studies focused on prevention of delinquency will begin early in 
fiscal year 1978. These will be designed to increased understanding of social factors 
that promote conforming behavior and legitimate identities among youths. 
Innovative approaches to encouraging conforming behavior among juveniles will 
be evaluated. 

The Institute also supports a limited number of research and demonstration, 
projects which incorporate both basic and evaluative research aims. A major 
project currently underway is aimed at examining the link between learning dis- 
abilities and juvenile delinquency. In addition to measuring the incidence of 
learning disabilities among delinquent and non-delinquent groups, the project 
includes an evaluation of the effectiveness of remediation programs. While most 
research projects are based on a program developed by the National Institute for 
Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention, funds are also made available for 
unsolicited projects that address promising areas. 
Evaluation 

The evaluation program of the Institute is focused primarily on OJJDP-funded 
demonstration programs. These activities are included: National evaluations of 
Special Emphasis initiatives; evaluation of other action projects; and, assessments 
and developmental work. 
Information dissemination 

The Institute serves as an infor.nation center by collecting, synthesizing, 
publishing, and disseminating data and knowledge concerning all" aspects of 
delinquency. The principal mechanism for meeting this responsibility is the 
Assessment Centers Program, consisting of three topical Assessment Centers 
and a Coordinating Center. The three topical Centers are: Delinquent Behavior 
and Its Prevention; the Juvenile Justice System Processing. These three areas 
encompass the entire field of delinquency. Each Center gathers data, studies, and 
information on delinquency programs and their results for public dissemination. 

The fourth Center coordinates the work of the three topical Centers and wil 1 
produce an annual volume entitled "Youth Crime and Delinquency in America." 
The document will incorporate the products of the topical Centers and will consti- 
tute a summary of current knowledge regarding the nature of delinquency, 
juvenile justice system processing of youthful offenders, and the effectiveness of 
delinquency prevention, treatment, and control programs. 
Training 

The Institute plans to provide two types of training. National training institutes 
will be held on a regional basis to acquaint policy- and decision-makers with the 
most recent results and future trends in the field of delinquency prevention and 
control. In addition, these institutes will assist local teams of interested officials 
concentrate youth service efforts and expand program capacities in their com- 
munities. Secondly, workshops and seminars will be held on a variety of juvenile 
justice and delinquency prevention issues, techniques, and methods. 

The Institute has provided continuing funding to the National Council of 
Juvenile Court Judges to support training for 1,150 juvenile court judges and 
related court personnel. Support is also given to Project READ, which provides 
training in remedial reading methods and techniques for teachers working with 
offenders who have been identified as having severe reading problems in over 
forty correctional institutions and programs. 
Standards 

The Institute provides direct staff support for the Advisory Committee on 
Standards for Juvenile Justice, another Subcommittee of the National Advisory 
Committee. This support has inchided development of a set of standards delineat- 
ing the functions which Federal, State, and local juvenile service systems should 
perform, and the resources, programs and procedures which should be used to 
fulfill those ftmctions. 
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The full set of Standards developed by the Advisory Committee will serve as 
a means of unifying and providing direction for the programs and activities of 
the Office of Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention over the next several 
•years. The Standards Program staff is currently helping to develop a Special 
Emphasis initiative on standards implementation for funding in fiscal year 1978. 

CONCLUSION 

Criminal justice research has made a number of significant contributions 
over the years, but the challenge now is to improve that record. Our research 
effort must be structured to serve the twin needs of knowledge-building and 
rational policy-making. This will require judicious combination of both basic 
and applied research. 

But research alone is only part of the process of stimulating change and im- 
provement. Integrating research into a coherent process of program development 
and implementation is essential. We need to ensure that the development of 
programs is based on the best available research. To accomplish this requires 
an orderly system for both using existing knowledge and building new knowledge 
where there are gaps so that program models can be carefully designed and 
te.sted. 

The Action Program Development Process now in motion at LEAA is, I 
believe, a major step toward a coherent, integrated program. .As we work towards 
establishing the future directions of the LEAA program in the months ahead, 
this process can serve as the basis for a new and more focused Federal response 
to the problem of crime. 

Thank vou, Mr. Chairman, we would now be pleased to respond to any ques- 
tions the Subcommittee might have. 

Mr. FLAHERTY. I'll try to briefly summarize the statement, and 
focus on a few of the areas that I know might be of interest to the 
committee. 

TESTIMONY OF PETER F. FLAHERTY, DEPUTY ATTORNEY GENERAL 
OF THE U.S. DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE 

Mr. FLAHERTY. In the National Institute of Law Enforcement and 
Criminal Justice, I would note that for fiscal year 1978 we have 
requested $21 million for the support of this program. This, as you 
know, is our largest research program and the one we are giving the 
most attention to, and we are certainly committed to strengthening 
this effort and continuing to improve it within the research effort of 
the Department in the Improvements in the Administration of 
Justice. 

We are also in the Institute of Corrections in its research function 
strengthening the area there in research and evaluation. The grants 
here are made primarily, of couree, to State and local correctional 
agencies that have their own research and evaluation staff. These 
grants range from $15,000 to $40,000 each. The focus of these agencies 
is operational research that may enable the correctional adminis- 
trator at the State and local level to make better decisions. 

For fiscal year 1977 NIC has available to it $756,000 for grants and 
contracts. For fiscal year 1978, the amount of $2,057,000 has been 
requested. 

In the area of Juvenile Justice and Delinquency, the Institute is 
fully integrated now into its larger ofiice, the ofiice of Juvenile Justice 
and Delinquency Prevention. For fiscal year 1978 we have requested 
$7.5 million for research in the Institute of Juvenile Justice and 
Delinquency. 

The program now being developed will sponsor, of course, research 
on gang delinquency, restitution, and the treatment of juvenile 
offenders. 
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In our research programs, I would like to move to the area of the 
conducting of research in the Federal justice sj'^stem. First, we have 
noted that there is little research conducted on the Federal justice 
system. In fact, the National Institute of Law Enforcement and Crim- 
inal Justice is prohibited at the present time from funding such research 
imless it has a direct relevance to State and local efforts. In response to 
this problem, we have developed the Federal justice research program. 
In 1978 we hope to conduct research to aid in the establishment of 
sentencing guidelines under the new proposed Federal Criminal Code, 
and to conduct a study of prosecutorial discretion in the Offices of the 
United States Attorneys. In addition, the analysis and evaluation of 
all Federal juvenile justice programs will be undertaken and a com- 
prehensive Federal policy developed to guide Federal activities in the 
.area of juvenile justice and delinquency pre%'ention. 

A related problem concerns, I think, the relative absence of coordina- 
tion iu our research programs. To consider the extent of this problem 
And alternatives for dealing with it, a task force has been established 
in the Office for Improvements in the Administration of Justice. I'm 
sure Paul Nejelski will talk to you about that in more detail. This 
task force will consider issues that are common to all our research 
programs and will recommend ways in which we can enhance the inte- 
gration of our research efforts, thereby avoiding duplications of effort. 
We are considering the advantages and disadvantages of establsihing 
a National Institute of Justice. We are concerned with proper statistics, 
credible statistics, in the area of criminal justice, and considering im- 
provements in that area. 

I will be glad to respond to any questions at this time that the 
committee may have in any of these areas. 

Mr. BLANCHARD. Fine. What we could now do is have .some ques- 
tions, or we can have your two associates also give their summaries 
and then do it as a panel. 

Mr. FLAHERTY. Fine. 
Mr. BLANCHARD. For the record, the next person speaking will be 

Blair G. Ewing, who is Deputy Director of the National Institute of 
Law Enforcement and Criminal Justice, and, I take it, the Acting 
Director too. 

Mr. EWING. Yes. That is correct. 
Mr. BLANCHARD. We thank you for your time. 
Mr. EWING. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
(The prepared statement of Blair G. Ewing follows:] 

STATEMENT OP BLAIR G. EWINO, DEPUTY DIRECTOR—NATIONAL INSTITUTE or 
LAW ENKOHCEMENT AND CRIMINAL JUSTICE 

Thank yoii for inviting me to t^'stify at these hearings. As .\cting Director of 
the National Institute, I have followeci the testimony and the discussions very 
closely. The xiews of the members of the .Subcommittees and the witnesses have 
been stimulating and helpful to us at the National Institute in our ongoing efforts 
to improve procedures and fjishion a more effective research program. 

The hearings come at a propitiou.s time, for the future shape of the entire 
LKA.\ program is now the subject of pub'ic discussion. A-s the Deputy Attorney 
d<'noral noted, the Department of .Justice study group has completed its review 
of LK.\.\ and its report is new being circulated for public comment. That ta.sk 
forcr—of which I wjvs a member—gave a good deal of thought to one of the 
princip.ll que.-ilions pv sed by the .Subcommittee: Is there a Federal role in criminai 
justice resi>arch? Our response to that question was overwhelmingly affirmative, 
and that reply ha.s been echoed by many of the participanUi in these hearings. 
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The specific.-" of how Federal criminal justice research might be restructured 
remain to be worked out. While that discussion proceeds, however, the task of 
managing the existing Institute program and of helping to lay solid groundwork 
for the future continues. Mr. Gregg lias given you an overview of LEA.\'s current 
research activities and some of its new initiatives. For my part, I would like to 
describe in more detail some specific actions the Institute has taken—and others 
that we propose to initiate—that we believe will result in a stronger research 
effort. 

In reassessing the Institute's operations, we recognized the value of the per- 
spective of those outside the National Institute. That is why we sought the view3 
of the National Academy of Sciences. In funding their review of the Institute, our 
hope wa.s that an impartial examination by members of the research community 
could give us fresh insights that would be useful in charting new directions for 
research on crime and criminal justice. To a large extent, that hope has been 
realized. The Academy's diagnosis h;is been helpful in a number of way.s, giving 
impetus to seme existing plans for change and stimulatig new ideas. 

While the research community's views have provided valuable guidance, there 
are different but equally valid perspectives that must lie considered. That is 
why we value these hearings, for they have provided an opportunity to look at 
all sides of the important issues. They also help to place the discussions in con- 
text—the mandate of the enabling legislation that governs the National Institute. 

.\s you know, the Institute is not solely a research body. Its responsibilities also 
include evaluating criminal justice program.s, disseminating information on 
research and progressive practices, training criminal justice practitioners, analyz- 
ing re.search for program possiljilities and designing and testing programs prior to 
wider implementation. Although there are some tensions, we do not view these 
functions as incompatible. Research, evaluation, and technology transfer are 
carried out by separate offices, but we ti'y to create conditions that foster coordina- 
tion and make the functions mesh smoothly. 

Looking back at the Institute's experience over the pa-^t eight years, there have 
been research successes and failures—a not uncommon experience for research 
agencies. Lessons have been learned from both that will help the Institute as it 
moves into a second generation of research. Having reached the point where a body 
of knowledge has been accumulated, the Institute is engaged in what many of us 
see as its most important task: summing up what has been learned and trying to 
make judgments about which avenues for future research should  be pursued. 

Developing a long-term agenda of issues that should be addressed bv research 
over the next five years has absorbed a considerable amount of the Institute's 
time and effort over the past 18 months. In fi.scal year 1975, the Institute awarded 
funds to the National Academy of Sciences for research on deterrence, and this 
effort is to yield suggestions for long-term priorities. A similar award was made 
recently in the area of rehabilitation. Long-range research issues also were major 
topics at both the Fall 197G and Sjjring 1977 meetings of the Institute's Advisory 
Committee. 

As part of this planning process, we also have considered carefully the various 
suggestions made by such groups as the National Academy of Sciences who have 
reviewed the work of the Institute over the past few years. We have obtained the 
views of our own staff, of course. This process of consultation and review has pro- 
duced several categories of re.seaich issues and different approaches to classifying 
research. 

We have devised a tentative list of broad topics that will be refining over the 
next few months. Although there may be .some change.s and the specific questions 
to be asked about each topic must be articul.ated, I would like to share our pre- 
liminary thinking with you. The topics that we have .selected are: correlates and 
determinants of criminal behavior, deterrence, community crime prevention, 
violent crime and the violent offender, career criminals and habitual offenders, 
performance st:indards and measures for criminal justice, management and utili- 
zation of police resources, court management, .sentencing, rehabilitation, white 
collar crime, and major criminal conspiracies, such as terrorist activities and or- 
ganized crime. 

Using these topics, we are now completing work on a questionnaire that will 
go to appro.ximately 500 per.sons, including law enforcement and criminal justice 
researchers and practitioners at all levels, state and local planning staffs, members 
of the Institute's Advisory Committee, Justice Department and LEAA officials, 
and a range of public interest groups. The survey, which will be distributed in the 
next couple of weeks, will seek responses to the set of broad, system-wide topics 
I've outlined for you as well as specific areas of propo.sed research. The responses 
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will be analyzed and the results reported back to the respondents and fed into the 
development of the long range agenda. Our decisions will be made in concert with 
our Advisory Committee and, of course, will reflect the priorities set forth by the 
Congress and the Attorney General. We anticipate that the initial agenda will 
represent a five year plan, to be reviewed and revised annually. 

The long-range agenda would represent a major share of the Institute's ex- 
penditures in a given year, but our preliminary thinlcing is that approximately 
20 percent of the funds would be reserved for other activities, including the legis- 
latively-mandated functions of evaluation and technology transfer. 

The broad topics of the long-range agenda will be spelled out in the 1978 program 
plan. This year, we expect to have advance copies of the plan available in October; 
thus we will be able to signal our general intentions to the research community in 
a more timely fashion. Piiority topics for specific projects will be described in detail 
in our program announcements, which will be used more widely in the coming 
fiscal year to ensure a range of creative responsed to research issues. 

The long-range research agenda will help us to make progress in another vitally 
important area—support for basic research. The Institute has sponsored research 
of this nature over the years, and currently we are supporting studies of such 
basic issues as the relationship between imemployment and crime, and the rela- 
tionships between the physical environemnt and behavior. 

We are actively working to expand support for basic research. The Research 
Agreements Program, begun two years ago, is one example of our efforts. The 
Program provides longer-term support for universities and research organizations 
to engage in the study of basic questions and assumptions. Mr. Gregg has already 
reported to you on the five Research Agreements that have been funded to date. 
He has also described another initiative—our preliminary discussions with such 
agencies as NIMH and NSF about the possibility of joint or collaborative programs 
in behavioral research. These discussions are continuing. We hope that, in addition 
to the work we have under way and planned in this area, cooperative ventures may 
be funded in the next fiscal year. 

Following the directive of the 1976 Crime Control Act, the Institute also is 
working with the National Institute on Drug Abuse in formulating a research 
program on the relationship between drug abuse and crime and the effectiveness 
of drug treatment programs. 

Other approaches to organizing a basic research effort are also being explored. 
One possibility that we are giving some thought to is setting aside a specified 
portion of the budget to support competitively solicited fundamental research 
on broadly defined questions about crime and criminal justice. We plan to designate 
a task force to look into these and other options that might be considered. 

Obviously, this kind of research is risky and often difBcult to bring to fruition. 
But the potential benefits—in terms of more rational and effective crime control 
policies—are enormous. If those facts are understood and accepted, then basic 
research can assume the place it should have in any research program. I believe 
there is general agreement among those who have studied the Institute and the 
witnesses who have appeared here, that a balanced mix of applied and basic re- 
search should be our goal. We intend to continue to work towards striking the 
proper balance, and we welcome the views and advice of the Congress and the 
research community in this crucial area. 

Another subject that has been discussed in the hearings is the Institute's 
record in helping to expantl the number of researchers in the criminal ju.stice field. 
As many of the witnesses have pointed out, a decade ago only a small number of 
talented individuals were working in this area. Today that number has grown to 
include some of the nation's most prestigious researchers. 

A look at the Institute's project lists over the years would reveal such names as 
Al Blumstcin, Marvin Wolfgang, Stanton Wheeler, Lee Brown, David Fogel, 
Herman Goldstein, Norval Morris, Peter Lejins, Lloyd Ohlin, Andrew Von Hirsch, 
Herman Kahn, Ruth Click, Robert Martinson, Elinor Ostrom, Leslie Wilkins, 
Don Gottfredson, David Rothman, Al Reiss, Oscar Newman, Hans Toch, 
Marguerite Warren, James Q. Wilson, and many others. Among the organizations 
that have worked with u.s are universities such as Harvard, Yale, Stanford, 
Cornell, Michigan, Chicago, Northwestern, Carnegie-Mellon, and organizations 
such as the Rand Corporation, the Stanford Research Institute, the Urban 
Institute, the Vera Institute, and the Hudson Institute. 

At the same time, however, the National Institute is eager to bring young 
researchers and scholars from other disciplines into the field. To help accomplish 
this. National Institute funds go to doctoral students who are completing their 
dissertations on criminal justice research topics. More than 250 Ph.D. candidates 
have been supported under the program. 
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In 1974, the Institute revitalized a policy of bringing talented researchers to 
the Institute's offices to work on independent researcn projects of their own 
choosing. The emphasis is on creative proiccts that deal with important criminal 
justice issues. More than 20 able scholars have been in residence at the Institute, 
adding the perspective of those actually involved in the conduct of research to 
the views of our own staff who manage and monitor research projects. 

Another effort to expand the pool of researchers and enhance our own staff 
capabilities is the new in-house research program that soon will begin in the 
Institute. While the program is limited, it does provide an opportunity to conduct 
certain types of research projects, thus helping the Institute staff to maintain 
their research skills. It should help u.s in recruiting other talented individuals who 
may be interested in research management and the oppoitunity to participate 
in national research policymaking, but reluctant to divorce themselves entirely 
from   research   operations. 

Because of the broad nature of the Institute's mandate and the newness of 
criminal justice as a field of inqiry, the Institute has tried to involve a variety 
of participants. While we value the imique capabilities of the academic research 
community and strive to maintain productive and continuing rel.itionships with 
universities, some of our research or technology transfer efforts clearly fall into 
the province of other types of organizations. 

For example, a program to test a hypothesis or innovation in a number of 
sites scattered across the country tends to be beyond the scope of most universities 
tinless they have an applied research arm. 

Similarly, there are activities mandated by the legislation, such as technology 
development or information dissemination in which universities typically would 
have little interest. So we turn to a variety of other groups—non-profit research 
organizations, federally chartered research centers, and commercial organiza- 
tions—to perform such tasks. 

Far from being deleterious, we view this as yet another way to expand the 
criminal justice research community. There is a good deal of fungibility involved, 
as many research organizations use the services of academics or train young 
researchers who may later go into the academic world. 

In addition to choosing the most suitable performer, the Institute also tries 
to iLse the most appropriate funding mechanism. While grants are particularly 
suitable for many kinds of research studies, large-scale contracts with major 
firms may be the most appropriate vehicle for other types of programs. By keeping 
the process open and competitive, we believe it is possible to secure the best 
available talent to do the job. 

Once a particular project is ended, then our relationship with a firm ceases 
unless it competes openly and successfully for another award. The Institute, as 
you know, has had some long-term contracts—notably with Aerospace for equip- 
ment development and with General Electric for the operation of the National 
Criminal Justice Reference Service. Both of these contracts are now coming to 
an end. As Mr. Gregg noted, our technology development effort will be signifi- 
cantly reduced in the next fiscal year. In the case of the Reference Service, the 
competitive process for the continuation of the program has now been completed, 
and the contract has been awarded to Aspen Systems. 

Undoubtedly, there are other talented researchers who could and should be 
recruited to the criminal justice field. Similarly, we recognize that efforts to main- 
tain good relationships with all elements of the research community deserve 
constant attention. Tnese tasks are continuing ones. They are not done once and 
for all. 

While we continue programs such as the Visiting Fellowships, we also hope to 
try some new ventures. One of these is a symposium on criminal justice research 
which we hope to schedule for this winter. Both academic and non-academic 
researchers would be invited to attend the workshop at their own expense to 
discuss the state of the field, the major findings to date, the major questions to 
be answered, and how researchers might be effectively recruited. 

Our plans also call for publication of a research bulletin from time to time 
throughout the year. This brief update would cover such things as new Institute 
research awards, interim findings, program announcements, and major workshops 
or symposia scheduled for the criminal justice field. Aimed primarily at the re- 
search community, it can help to increase commimication not only between the 
Institute and researchers but also among the researchers themselves. This simple 
and inexpensive method of communication will complement the existing Research 
Briefs which appear in the LEAA Newsletter and are designed for the practitioner. 

In addition, the Institute is continuing its efforts to communicate the results 
of its research to appropriate audiences. A principal new approach to this task 
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is the Research Utilization Committee, which assembles research and technology 
transfer staff, as well as relevant LEAA program staff, to review the results of 
completed research projects, to identify implications for new research or pro- 
gram development, and to recommend the most appropriate dissemination 
options—publications, worlishops, executive training, etc. The Committee has 
reviewed more than 30 completed research projects since it was inaugurated early 
this year. 

We are also working to develop more systematic approaches to management. 
Proposal review and monitoring procedures have been the subject of study and 
continuing refinement. It is now Institute policy that all formal grant applica- 
tions l)e reviewed by at least two experts from outside the agency. There are 
instances when three will be normal and desirable, and more than three may on 
occasion be appropriate. 

Monitoring also can Ijenefit from a range of viewpoints and expertise. Team 
monitoring—using staff memliers from other Institute offices as well as outside 
experts—is strongly encouraged where appropriate. During the life of a project, 
the Research Utilization Committee also may be convened at significant decision 
points to assist the monitor. Project advisory lioards are another qualitj' control 
mechanism, designetl to assist the grantee by reviewing design, methodology, and 
project operations. 

These procedures are now in place and operating. We believe that they respond 
to many of the concerns voiced fluring these hearings. Of course, we recognize that 
there are other ways to accomplish quality control. The use of formal peer review 
panels to evaluate research proposals is an approach that has been frequently 
mentioned. Like everything else, however, the peer review process has advan- 
tages and disadvantages. Depending upon the structure, peer review panels can 
sometimes breed unfortunate tendencies toward a very narrow definition of who 
and what deseivcs support and a perpetuation of self interest to the exclusion of 
other lesearchers. 

More important than the pros and cons of peer review, however, is the fact that 
there is no magic in the process. Pt^er review does not guarantee quality; nor does 
its absence equal laxity in evaluating proposals on their merits. 

Certainly careful leview is always essential, and particularly so as we expand 
our involvement in more l)asic research. The system of internal and external re- 
view that is now operating existed in eml)ryonic form at the time the Academy 
was reviewing the Institute. The process has now matured and we lielieve that it 
is sensiljle, workaljle, and stringent. Our experience during the past eight months 
attests to the rigorous screening that takes place. In that period, the Institute 
rejected 90 percent of the unsolicited concept papers it received, .55 percent of 
those solicited, 10 percent of the grant proposals and 93 percent of the contract 
proposals. 

We were also somewhat heartened to see that the National Academy of Science 
reviewers would have funded only about 5 percent of the unsolicited concept 
papers rejected liy the Institute. In fact, they rejected 72 percent for the same 
reasons that led the Institute to reject them—although the Academy had the bene- 
fit of hindsight. 

Just as peer review is no panacea, neither is a specific location a guarantee of 
success. The iniage of an independent "pure" research body that some commenta- 
tors have drawn is both noble and in some respects appealing. But as members 
of the Sul)commiltees have noted, it carries with it a number of risks. By removing 
research on crime from the policymakers and practitioners who must deal with 
this critical problem, we run the risk of making the research irrelevant. In gaining 
independence, criminal justice research might forfeit some of the support and 
cooperation of people in the field that is essential. 

Inevitaljly there will be tensions between research and policy direction. But 
they can be kept to manageable proportions and benefit both research and action. 
Once again, a balance must be struck. We believe the National Academy of 
Sciences attempted to strike a tjalance. While we may disagree to some extent 
with certain specifics of the Academy's recommendations, we would be happy to 
pursue discussi(5n of how their various proposals might be implemented or adapted 
to complement the recommendations that other groups have made to the Institute. 

I might add that wc have carefully studied the Academy's report and have pre- 
pared a rietailcd response which I could be happy to submit to the Subcommittees. 

For the past 18 months, the National Institute has been engaged in a process 
of re-evaluation and reassessment. We've moved ahead on several fronts to remedy 
deficiencies and set out on new and more promising paths. Much of this effort is 
only now beginning to show results, and thus is not reflected in the report of the 
National Academy of Sciences which covers only up to 1975. 
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Please don't iiiisundoistaufl—I am not suggesting that the Institute has done 
everything that should be done, or that the actions that have been taken are the 
only way to approach certain tasks. We can always do better and, in the months 
ahead, we intend to try to do just that. 

I do not know precisely what the experience of research agencies in other fields 
has been. Many of these agencies, of course, have longer histories than the Na- 
tional Institute and well established fields of inquiry. It i.s possible that, if we 
looked back at those agencies or fields in their early years, our experiences would 
not be too dissimilar. 

The outcome of research depends on a number of factors that are sometimes 
difficult to predict or control—the research talent and skill of the researcher, his 
or her management capabilities and the researchability of the topic itself. Many 
efforts do not achieve the results desired by either the researcher or the funding 
Agency. This does not mean that it was not worthwhile to pursue these inquiries, 
hut only that research inherently involves risks. It is essential to undertake careful 
planning and management to minimize those risks as much as pos.sible. It is 
equally important, however, to be realistic about our expectations. 

That is how we view our role at the National Institute. We take our assignment 
very seriously, and are working to improve the quality and value of research in 
crime and criminal justice. We welcome the assistance of the Congress and the 
research community in helping us to improve performance. 

Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I would he happy to answer any questions you 
might have. 

TESTIMONY OF BLAIR G. EWING, DEPUTY DIRECTOR, NATIONAL 
INSTITUTE OF LAW ENFORCEMENT AND CRIMINAL JUSTICE 

Mr. EwiNG. As Acting Director of the National Institute, I have 
followed these hearings very closely and have attended all the pre- 
vious sessions. The \'iews of the witnesses and of the members of the 
two subcommittees have been stimulating and very helpful to us at 
LEAA and at the National Institute in our ongoing efforts to im- 
prove |jrocedures and to fashion a more effective research program. 

I would like to describe in more detail some specific actions that the 
Institute has taken and some others that we propose to initiate that 
we believe will result in a stronger research effort, and I would say, 
Mr. Chairman, that some of those that we have begun and some we 
plan to initiate are the result of our agreement with the main thrust 
of many of the recommendations of the National Academy of Sciences 
and with some other suggestions that have come out of these hearings. 

In reassessing the Institute's operations, we have recognized tne 
value of the perspective of those outside, and that's why we sought 
and supi^orted through a contract the work of the National Academy 
of Sciences. Our hojje was that an impartial examination by members 
of the research community could give us fresh msights that would be 
useful in charting new directions. To a large e.xtent, that hope has been 
realized. The Academy's diagnosis has been helpful, and its recom- 
mendations particularly hel[)ful. 

The research community's views, while providing valuable guidance, 
have also pointed out that there are different and varying jjerspectives 
that need to be considered. These varying perspectives help to place 
the discussion in context, the mandate of the enabling legislation which 
governs the National Institute. 

I think it's important to note that the Institute is not solely con- 
stituted under the act as a research body. Its respon.sibilities also 
include evaluation of criminal justice programs, dissemination of 
information on research and on progressive and innovative ])ractices, 
training of criminal justice practitioners, analysis of research for 
program possibilities and designing and testing programs prior to 
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wider implementation. And so, while some witnesses have pointed out 
the fact that there may be, indeed there are some times, some tensions 
as among these tasks, we do not view them as incompatible necessarily. 
Indeed, research, evaluation, and technology transfer, just how we 
have grouped these functions, are carried out by three separate oflSces 
within the Institute. 

The Institute is now engaged in what many of us see as its most 
important task, and that is summing up what's been learned over the 
last 8 or 9 years of our own research and of the research of others and 
trying to make some judgments about which avenues for future 
research should be pursued. 

Developing a long-term agenda of issues that need to be addressed 
bv research over the next 5 years, certainly not an easy task, has 
absorbed a considerable amount of the Institute's time and effort over 
the past 18 months. In fiscal year 1975, the NAS panel began its work 
on deterrence, and this effort is expected to yield some long-term 
priorities. A similar award was made for that same panel in the area 
of rehabilitation. Long-range research issues were also major topics 
at our fall and spring advisory committee meetings. 

As part of this planning process, we have also considered carefully 
the various suggestions made by NAS and by other groups who have 
reviewed the work of the Institute. We have obtained the views in a 
systematic way of our own staff, and the process has produced a 
variety of suggestions for a long-term agenda. 

We have also examined with great care the State plans for each 
State. As you, I am sure, know, the act which established us requires 
that State plans contain suggestions and plans for research and 
development. 

We have devised a tentative list of broad topics, which we'll be 
refining over the next few months. I won't read those because they 
are listed in my testimony. But what we will be doing with that list is 
circulating it to an audience of approximately 500 persons, including 
the academic research community and including also practitioners at 
all levels. State and local planning staffs, members of the Institute's 
advisory committee, and, of course, officials within Justice, within 
other agencies that do research at this time, and a range of public 
interest groups. 

Our decisions about the way in which this agenda will finally look 
will be made in concert with our advisory committee and, of course, 
will reflect the priorities set forth by the Congress and by the At- 
torney General. We anticipate that this agenda will represent a 5-year 

Elan, to be reviewed and to be revised, if necessary, on an annual 
asis. 
This long-range agenda would represent a major share of the 

Institute's expenditures and would contain both applied and basic 
research activities. Our thought is that it would involve about 20 
percent of the Institute's funds in basic research. iVnd I might say, 
Mr. Chairman, given your earlier comment about whether that might 
be a luxury, $17 billion is our best figure for the total criminal justice 
expenditures nationwide. What we are expecting to spend on basic 
research next year is not more than $4 million, and my initial calcula- 
tions suggest to me that that's 0.0002 jjercent for basic research. I 
don't think that excessive. 
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The broad topics of this agenda will be spelled out in our 1978 
program plan. We expect to publish that in early fiscal 1978, in 
October. In that way we will be able to answer one of the criticisms 
made of the Institute in the past; namely, that we will be able to 
signal our general intentions in a more timely way. We'll spell out 
priority topics for specific projects in detail in program announcements. 

The long-range agenda will help us to make progress in support for 
basic research, The Institute has sponsored of this nature over the 
years. Up until fiscal 1977 the level of that sponsorship was relatively 
low. During fiscal 1977 it's increased. We are working to expand 
support for it, but we do recognize that one shouldn't move quickly 
in this area, that there is no magic in pouring a lot of money into this 
area. 

We did begin 2 years ago a research agreements program, and this 
program provides longer term support for universities. It's expected 
to be 5 years, although there's no guarantee. Sometimes university 
research doesn't turn out as well as one would hope, as Mr. Danziger 
has pointed out. 

Another initiative is our preliminarj' discussions with agencies such 
as NIMH and NSF about the possibility of joint or collaborative 
programs, and I might say in the last couple of days we've also been 
m touch with the National Institute of Alcoholism and Alcohol Abuse 
about the possibility of exploring some work in that area. 

These cliscussions are continuing. We're meeting also with the 
National Institute of Drug Abuse about the issues of drug abuse and 
crime. 

We expect also to perhaps set aside a specified portion of the budget 
to support competitively solicited fundamental research on broadly 
defined questions about crime and criminal justice, and a task force 
has been appointed within the Institute to look at these and other 
options. 

Obviously, this kind of research is risky and it's often difficult to 
bring to fruition. But the potential benefits, we believe, are enormous, 
and we believe a balanced mix of applied and basic should be our goal. 

We, or course, welcome the advice of the Congress on this matter, 
and the research community. We e.xpect that we will be continuing 
to seek that advice and to use it. 

Another subject that has been discussed in the hearings is the 
Institute's record in helping to expand the number of researchers in 
the criminal justice field. 

A look at the Institute's project lists over the years does reveal 
that there are a great many distinguished researchers with whom we 
have worked, including Albert Blumstein, Marvin Wolfgang—some 
of these names you will recognize, perhaps others not—-Stanton 
Wheeler, who has testified here; Norval Morris, the dean of the 
University of Chicago Law School; Lloyd Ohlin, Herman Kahn, 
Ruth Blick, Robert Martinson, Elinor Ostrom, Leslie Wilkins, and 
many, many more, Mr. Chairman. We have an enormous, long list 
of distinguished people who have sought and received support from us. 

Among other organizations that have worked with us are universities 
such as Harvard, Yale, Stanford, Cornell, Michigan, Chicago, North- 
western, Carnegie-Mellon, a distinguished roster of universities. 

At the same time, the Institute is not satisfied with what it's done. 
It's eager to bring young researchers and scholars into this field. We 
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havp, indeed, a program of visiting fellowships, and n small miniber of 
persons come in each year to pursue research and to increase and enrich 
the understanding of research on the part of the staff by their presence. 

Another effort to expand the pool of researchers is a new in-house 
research program, which is expected to begin shortly. It's a very 
modest program, but it does provide opportunities for staff who have 
interest and capability in this area to carry on this research. 

The Institute has tried, in fact, therefore, to involve a variety* of 
participants and we have tried to involve the academic research 
community. I think it's important to note, however, that some of our 
research and technologj' transfer efforts fall outside the province of 
university interests and sometimes university capability. For e.xample, 
a program to test a hypothe.sis or innovation in a number of site* 
scattered across the country tends to be beyond the scope and beyond 
the interest of most universities. That isn't to say we don't ask them 
to bid on those things, however. 

Similarly, there are activities mandated by the legislation, such as 
technology development or information dis.semination, in which 
universities typically have little interest. So we turn to a variety of 
other groups: nonprofit research organizations, federally chartered 
researcTi centers, and commercial organizations to perform some of 
these tasks. 

Far from being deleterious, we regard this as yet another way to 
expand the criminal justice research community. There is a good deal 
of transfer of people back and forth, as among those groups and the 
university community. 

In addition to choosing the most suitable performer, the Institute 
also tries to use the most appropriate funding mechanism, and while 
there was for a time a view in the LEAA that only contracts shovdd 
be used, or should be u.sed primarily, at present the view of Mr. Gregg 
is that we should use the appropriate mechanism, either a grant or 
a contract. 

Undoubtedly, there are other talented researchers who should and 
could be recruited to the criminal justice field, and we are eager to 
reach them. 

One of the things we're planning to do is to hold either a symposium 
or a series of symposia on criminal justice research, modest in scale, 
during the next year. 

Our plans also call for a short single-page research bulletin which 
would be published intermittently throughout the year to inform the 
research commimity of its opportimities and of what is going on. 

We are also trying to improve our efforts to communicate the 
results of research to appropriate audiences, and we have now formed 
what we call a research utilization committee, which reviews the 
results of completed research projects to identify implications for new 
research or program development or other uses. 

We are also working to develop more systematic approaches to 
proposal review. It is now Institute policy that all formal grant 
applications be reviewed by at least two exjjerts from outside the 
agency. So we do have peer review. There are instances when three 
would be normal and desirable, and three or more may be, in fact, 
apj)ropriate. 

We also use team monitoring, which involves outside experts 
helping staff to monitor and giving staff its views. 
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These procedures are now in place and operating. We believe that 
they respond to many of the concerns voiced during the hearings 
about peer review and monitoring activities. It is not, of course, the 
case that we have formal peer review panels. That's been suggested. 
We do not disagree that that needs to be considered. We believe our 
current procedures are appropriate and adequate. But one thing we 
have done is to suggest to the National Academy of Sciences formally 
that we would like to meet with them to discuss this in the future. 

Peer review is no panacea, of course, and it has its advantages and 
disadvantages. Some of those I discuss in my statement. 

We are not suggesting, Mr. Chairman, that these efforts that we've 
made on several fronts to remedy some deficiencies and to set out on 
new and more promising paths respond to everything that has been 
suggested, either by the National Academy or others. We have not 
also wanted to suggest that the actions that have been taken are the 
only way to approach certain ta.sks. We can always do better, and in 
the months ahead we intend to try to do just that. 

We welcome the opportunity to present our views and to discuss 
with you ways in which this program can be iinproved, the ways in 
which we can reach the research community. These hearings have 
been very helpful to us. 

Thank you very much for this opportunity. 
I assume that my statement and also Mr. Gregg's will be printed 

in the record, Mr. Chairman. 
Mr. BLANCHARD. Yes. 
If there are no objections. All of the statements today, including 

Mr. Danzigers', will be included in the record. 
I have to adjourn this proceeding for about 5 minutes to run and 

vote, and I'll be right bacK. The suocommittee will be in recess. 
[Whereupon, the subcommittee was in recess from 10:18 until 

10:41 a.m.] 
Mr. BLANCHARD. The subcommittee will again come to order. 
When we recessed Mr. Ewing had just mushed his statement. I 

understand you had one more thing you wanted to add to it before we 
go to Deputy Assistant Attorney General Nejelski. 

Mr. EWING.  Yes. 
I neglected to mention verbally—it is in my testimony—we have 

prepared a detailed analysis of the National Acaiiemy of Sciences* 
report and recommendations, and if j'ou wish, Mr. Chairman, we 
would be happy to submit that for the record. 

Mr. BLANCHARD. Fine. Without objection, it will be received. 
[The information appears in app. C-1, at page 318.] 
Mr. BLANCHARD. Next we'll hear from Deputy Assistant Attorney 

General Paul A. Nejelski, who is from the Office ior Improvements in 
the Administration of Justice. 

You may proceed in any fashion you so choose, sir. 
[The prepared statement of Paul A. Nejelski follows:] 

STATEMENT OF PAUL A. NKJELSKI, DKPUTY ASSISTANT ATTOUNKY GKNEKAL, 
OFFICE FOK IMPROVEMENTS ON THE ADMINISTRATION OF JUSTICE, DEPARTMENT 
OP JUSTICE 

Mr. Chairman, I appreciate the opportunity to appear today to present the 
views of the Office for Improvements in the Administration of Justice on Federal 
criminal justice research. My rcmarlcs will be primarily directed to the develop- 
ment of the Federal Justice Research Program (hereinafter the Program) which is 
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being initiated in our Office. In developing this Program, we reviewed the program 
of the National Institute of Law Enforcement and Criminal Justice to leam from 
the experiences of that agency, as the I*rogram was established to vmdertake 
research activities primarily in the Federal justice system, which are outside the 
statutory authority of the Institute. 

As one of his first acts after becoming Attorney General, Judge Bell created 
the Office for Improvements in the Administration of Justice headed by Assistant 
Attorney General Daniel J. Meador, who is on leave from the University of Vir- 
ginia where he is James Monroe Professor of Constitutional Law. In creating this 
new unit in his office, Judge Bell assigned to it the function of engaging in activities 
that are designed to bring about improvements in both civil and criminal justice 
systems, including the administration of the Program. 

As one of our first acts, we articulated the goals of the Office in the form of a 
two-year agenda which is attached to this testimony. This agenda includes four 
primary goals: (1) to assure access to effective justice for all citizens; (2) to reduce 
the impact of crime on citizens and the courts; (3) to reduce impediments to 
justice unnecessarily resulting from separation of powers and federalism; and (4) 
to increase and improve research in the administration of justice. These goals 
focus the work of our Office on an important but limited set of priorities. The 
Office has a staff consisting of twelve attorneys and eight social scientists. Acting 
Deputy Assistant Attorney General Ronald L.  Gainer supervises the criminal 
i'ustice aspects of the Office while I supervise the civil justice a.spects and the 
*rogram. Dr. Harry A. Scarr, a former Acting Director of the National Institute 

of I^w Enforcement and Criminal Justice, is the Administrator of the Program. 
To support the Program, the President requested and Congress appropriated 

$2 million in the Fiscal Year 1978 budget. This request reflects our desire to keep 
this Program at a manageable level and to keep it focused on a limited number of 
projects. For the near future, we plan to keep the Program funded at this stable 
level. In general, we ho{>e to avoid the problems that occur when a research pro- 
gram grows at such a rapid rate that appropriate procedures and the staff cannot 
be developed. 

The creation of our Office and the establishment of the Program reflects the 
Attorney General's recognition of the need to approach the improvement of the 
civil and criminal justice systems through experimentation, research, and evalua- 
tion. In the interest of improving obviously inadequate practices and procedures, 
new programs are frequently adopted without sufficient empirical basis. To the 
degree possible, we wish to develop a process by which programs can be proposed 
after they have been validated by research and experience. The Program, can, 
therefore, best be characterized as an applied research program. However, we 
fully understand the need for basic research and recongnize that in large part 
a successful applied research prgram must rely upon good basic research. 

We are currently engaged in a period of planning for the Program. The last 
five months have been used to organize this Program with emphasis on the fact 
that ours is an applied research program. The specification of the research projects 
undertaken is being derived from the policy objectives set by the Attorney Gen- 
eral. These objectives have been translated into the two-year agenda of the 
Office and then appropriate research projects will be designed. Each project will 
have a .specific end-product defined before it is initiated. Frequently, the products 
of our research will include proposed legislation. 

In planning for the program, we conducted a survey of other research offices 
both in and outside the Department of Justice. During this survey, we contacted 
over ten research organizations (e.g., National Institute of Education, Twentieth 
Century P'und, Office of Naval Research) that we thought were analogous in 
important ways to the structure of our Office and the functions assigned to the 
Program. The surveys considered such questions as the nture of the research 
programs, the procurement process used, and the advisability of such matters 
as peer review and location of authority to commit funds. Particularly helpful 
in this survey was the National Science Foundation whose representatives met 
•with us on numerous occasions. NSF has also made a member of their staff 
available to us for continuning consultation. 

From this survey we concluded that the following were essential to the develop- 
ment of an effective program. 

First, there is a need for a diversified funding strategy. Therefore in the Program 
there will be a series of competitive procurements which will be used to fund 
from six to eight large projects each year. There will also be a program of smaller 
awards (less than $10,000) to recognized experts to solve specific problems con- 
fronting the Office. Finally, we anticipate an in-house research program in which 
the staff will be able to draw upon funds for support of their research activities. 
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Second, the procurement process for large projects should be through competiti- 
tive procurement and use of contracts. Since we are interested in conducting re- 
search that has a definable product that is relevant to the policy objectives, con- 
tracts are more appropriate than grants because under such a procurement there 
is more control. Furthermore, use of a contract increases the expectation that 
timely performance and delivery of specified productions is required. In addition, 
we felt the credibility of the program could only l)e enhanced through the use of a 
competitive procurement process. Particularly given the visibility the Program 
will have due to its location, we determined it was imperative that an open, com- 
petitive process be followed. 

Third, related to the above, it is advantageous if our Office has the sign-off 
authority for all procurements. We feel it imperative that the authority to com- 
mit funds not reside with the Attorney General, but rather with either the con- 
tracting officer or the head of our Office. 

Fourth, it is important to have a single contact point in the Office (i.e., the 
Administrator of tne Program, Dr. Harry A. Scarr) for all potential vendors. 
This will increase the likelihood that there is consistency and impartiality in the 
procurement process. In this line, the scope of the Program was announced in the 
Commerce Business Daily along with a request for capability statements. These 
statements will be screened to develop a bidder's list that will receive requests for 
proposals as soon as our funding is secured. 

Fifth, the review hiehlight<'d the need to have a staff in which there are indi- 
viduals who have haa experience both with research and with the day-to-day 
problems that they are researching. In that regard, we have available for the 
research program individuals who have had considerable research experience 
(e.g., the three principal personnel have managed research programs inside and 
outside of government) and have worked in the criminal and civil justice s^tems 
(e.g., the staff includes former Assistant U.S. Attorneys, law clerks to Federal 
judges, legislative personnel, and correctional counselors). We feel that this 
practical experience will add credibility to the research effort and will allow us to 
better define research projects. Furthermore, these staff will be able to closely 
monitor projects to increase the likelihood that the objectives of the projects are 
more fully realized. 

Sixth, to avoid insulation of the program and to guarantee that we have con- 
tinuing expert assistance in the design and execution of the Program, it is advisable 
to use experts from outside the Office to review work statements and participate 
in procurement decision.^. In this regard, we plan to use some form of peer group 
review of proposals. In addition. Professors Maurice Rosenberg of Columbia 
Law School and Geoffrey Hazarci of Yale Law School have participated in the 
work of the Office. It is expected that they, and others, will continue to work 
with us. 

In addition to planning for the structure and procurement side of the program, 
we have also engaged in some of the substantive planning. At this point, research 
is focusing on four subject areas. These include the development of guidelines 
in support of the Federal criminal code revision, the analysis of the use and effec- 
tiveness of United States magistrates, the consideration of the form and deter- 
minants of discretion in the operation of U.S. Attorneys' offices, and the effec- 
tiveness of arbitration systems as alternatives to court handling. 

In each of these areas, we are currently developing the work statement portion 
for a Request for Proposals which we would have ready for distribution during 
the first two quarters of fiscal year 1978. The most developed of these is in the 
sentencing area. As you know, the Department helped develop and is strongly 
endorsing the Federal Code revision as embodied in S. 1437 and H.R. 6809. 
That legislation calls for more determinant sentencing. Under the proposed 
system, certain characteristics of offenses and of offenders would be used to 
determine guidelines for sentences given by Federal judges. 

The testimony on this bill indicates that considerable research needs to be con- 
ducted to establish such guidelines. Our goal is to fund a project that will provide 
the fundamental research that is required to allow a sentencing commission to 
begin its work of establishing guidelines for federal sentencing. We anticipate at 
this point, that the research will involve not only an analysis of the effect of 
sentences that have been given in the past, hut also consideration of public 
attitudes towards sentence ts^pcs and lengths for various offenses. We hope to 
start this project as soon as funds are available this fall. 

As noted above, our program of research will include lioth civil and criminal 
justice topics. This reflects not only our recognition that there are significant 
problems in each of these areas, but our conclusion that there are important 
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interrelationships between them. Examples of the interrelationships between civil 
and criminal justice systems include: (1) the suggestion of tort remedies as alter- 
natives to the exclusionary rule; (2) the common problems of pretrial discovery 
in both civil and criminal matters; and (3) the relationship between criminal 
prosecutions and class action suits brought to remedy mass wrongs. We feel 
strongly that a research program that addresses only civil or only criminal justice 
issues will encounter significant problems in resolving important issues in both 
systems. 

At the direction of Judge Bell, our Office has begun developing, with the assist- 
ance of the National Institute of Law Enforcement and Criminal Justice, the 
concept of neighborhood justice centers which will be funded by LEAA. This 
effort also requires an understanding of the relationship between civil and criminal 
justice systems. Neighborhood justice centers in dealing w^ith housing code viola- 
tions, rent disputes, consumer complaints, etc., will necessarily relate to an impact 
on both civil and criminal justice systems. The fact that the model of a neigh- 
borhood justice center that is being developed incorporates this relationship should 
contribute to its ability to solve the problems to which it is addressed—increasing 
access to justice. 

The above decisions are guiding the development of the Program. They reflect 
certain general goals that we have in the development of the program. We are 
striving to keep the process of procurement open, competitive, and credible. We 
are attempting to attract the best staff available to design and administer the 
program. We are coordinating civil and criminal research to reflect their necessary 
connections. We are committed to the development out of each project of a usable 
product which meets a need that is definetf by the Attorney General. Finally, 
we are striving to involve knowledgeable researchers, not only in the design of our 
Program but in the selection of individuals who would conduct research for us. 

VVe hope that this planning and these decisions are appropriate for the Progiam. 
Furthermore, we believe these principles and procedures could be utilized by any 
research funding agency that has established its priorities and committed itself 
to research that contributes to the analysis and resolution of problems. 

Thank you Mr. Chairman. I will now be pleased to answer any questions you 
or the members of the Subcommittee might have. 

A PROGRAM FOR IMPROVEMENTS IN THE ADMINISTR.\TION OF JUSTICE 

A two-year program to be pursued by the Office for Improvements in the 
Administration of Justice is outlined in the attached pages. The first page presents 
a summary statement of the goals of the program. Following that is a more 
detailed outline of the steps through which those goals will be pursued. This 
program draws upon a wide range of reports and studies which have appeared 
in recent years. 

This is a beginning agenda. To an extent it is tentative and flexible, and it may 
be revised from time to time. Limited resources, make it unlikely that every 
measure indicated will be fully pursued. On the other hand, new items are likely 
to be added as fresh insights emerge. Goals, however, will remain fundamentallj- 
the same. 

Some of the projects will be carried out entirely by OIAJ staff; others will be 
headed by OIAJ staff working with persons from elsewhere in the Department 
or with expert assistance from outside the Department. Some projects may be 
developed primarily by outsiders under the anticipated Federal Justice Research 
Program, administered by this Oflfice. 

Liaison will be maintained with professional groups, congressional staffs, 
interested indiviuals and citizen organizations, other government agencies, and 
research entities. Continuing advice will be sought from these .sources, and their 
a.ssistance will be drawn upon in developing proposals. Collaborative efforts will 
be pursued where appropriate to the end that measures to improved the ad- 
ministration of justice will be soundly conceived nnd will have broad support. This 
is an action agenda. .'Vll measures proposed are aimed at concrete steps to acliieve 
the stated goals. 

Some subjects recognized as important and in need of attention are not in- 
cluded on this agenda becau.se other offices or organizations have special mandates 
and competence to address them. These include, for example, the delivery of legal 
services, grand jury reform, antitrust enforcement procedure, and reorganization 
of the Department of Justice. 
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A 2-YEAR PROGRAM FOR) IMPROVEMENTS IN THE ADMINISTRATION OF JUSTICE 

SUMMARY  STATEMENT  OF  GOALS 

Goal I. Assure access to cfTective justice for all citizens through: A. Non-judicial 
•dispute settlement procedures, B. More effective courts, and C. More effective 
procedures in civil litigation. 

Goal II. Reduce the impact of crime on citizens and the courts through: A. 
Substantive reforms in Fedoral law, and B. Procedural reforms in criminal cases. 

Goal III. Reduce impediments to justice unnecessarily resulting from separation 
of powers and federalism by: A. Coordination of the thi-ee branches of the federal 
government to plan for and improve the judicial system, B. Exploration of means 
of coordinating federal, state and local efforts to improve justice, and C. Realloca- 
tion of federal and state authority. 

Goal IV. Increase and improve research in the administration of justice through: 
A. The Federal Justice Research Program, B. A central, effective statistical 
agency for criminal and civil justice, and C. development of proposals for new 
means of organizing and funding nationwide justice research. 

GOAL   I.   ASSURE   ACCESS TO   EFFECTIVE  JUSTICE  FOR  ALL  CITIZENS 

A. Non-judicial DiaptUe SeUlemenl Procedures 
1. Plan and establish Neighborhood Justice Centers." 
2. Develop proposals for increased use of arbitration.' 
3. Devise administrative remedies for victims of law enforcement excesses. 
4. Assist in developing proposals for federal role in automobile no-fault. 
5. Develop alternatives to class actions as remedies for mass wrongs.' 

B. More Effective Courts 
1. Federal justice personnel 

a. Perfect procedures and monitor performance of the new judicial nominating 
panels for the U.S. Courts of Appeals.' 

b. Encourage and studj' the use of judicial nominating panels at the District 
Court level. 

c. Assist in developing proposals for disability and tenure commissions for 
federal judges. 

d. Develop proposals for improving the selection and training of federal 
magistrates. 

2. Belter designed court structures 
a. Increase jurisdiction and evaluate effectiveness of the federal magistrate 

system.' 
b. Develop judicial impact a.ssessment of new legislation, in conjunction with 

the office of Legislative Affairs.' 
c. Develop proposals for rationalizing and increasing the appellate capacity of 

the federal judiciary. 
.3. Federal government representation in court 

a. Improve coordination and management of government litigation below the 
Supreme Court. 

b. Structure prosecutorial discretion.' 
c. Develop plans for case management and professionalization in U.S. Attorneys' 

Offices. 
4. Citizen participation in the courts 

a. Improve compensation and treatment of jurors and witnesses.' 
b. Assist in reasse.ssing the role and composition of juries in civil cases. 
c. AssUt in developing proposals to help participants with language problems. 

C More effective procedures in Civil Litigation 
1. Trial procedures 

a. Improve class action procedures.' 
b. Develop proposals for more equitable allocation of attorneys' fees and court 

costs.' 
c. Revise pretrial procedures, especially discovery, to reduce expense and delay 

and to increase fairness.' 
d. Assist in developing legislation governing standing to sue in federal courts. 
e. Make voir dire jury selection procedures fairer and more effective. 
f. Revise procedures to deal with current trends toward strong court role in case 

management. 
> Indicates project already commenced or asslgued prloritf. 
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C. A«Bin in developing proposals for new means of organizing and funding 

nationwide Janice research.' 

TESTTMOHY OF PATJI A. HEJELSKI, DEPUTY ASSISTAITT ATTORHEY 
GEHZEAI, OFFICE FOB IMPBOVEMEHTS IH THE ADMDnSTBA- 
TIOH OF JUSTICE 

Mr. NEJELSKI. Thank you, Mr. Congressman. 
In the interest of brevity, I will summarize my remarks and save 

some time for questions. 
^ Dan Meador, who is on leave as a professor at the University of 

Virginia Law School, unfortunately could not be here today. He has 

' Indtnitn nmlcet »'»»a<lT enmmmrra nr aiarimM nrlorttr. 
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had several eye operations and is home recuperating in Charlotteville. 
I am on the phone with Mr. Meader each day. lie sends his best 
wishes and is sorry that he cannot be with us today. 

The two deputies in the office are Ron Gainer, in charge of the 
criminal side, and I am in charge of the civil justice, the court reform 
and administration of Federal justice researcn program. I would like 
to spend a few minutes telling you about this new program. 

It is not directly relevant to the National Institute of Law Enforce- 
ment and Criminal Justice, although I would note that I, as well as the 
other two senior people working on the program, are former employees 
of the National Institute of Law Enforcement and Criminal Justice. 
We hope that we have learned from some of the problems and ex- 
periences that they have had over the years. 

The Federal justice research program will go into effect this October 
1, the beginning of the new fi.scal year, with a budget of $2 million. 

I would emphasize that this is a program for studying the federal 
system. The Congress has allotted millions of dollars, as we know, 
to the LEAA to study the State systems in the working States. This 
is really one of the first, certainly in the executive branch efforts to 
have any Federal justice research program. 

Our office is located in the Attorney General's Office, and we are 
very practically oriented. We are not here to fund basic research, 
We have veiy specific questions which we are trying to answer about 
the Federal justice system. Most of our work results in legislation or 
other practical manifestations. 

The office is dedicated to both criminal and civil justice, and the 
combination is an important contribution. Working on many problems 
on the criminal side, one sees civil aspects. For example, one of the 
complements to the exclusionary rule would be tort remedies. One 
of the problems in the Speedy Trial Act or learning about how to 
expedite criminal cases is that we often forget about the civil side of 
the docket. 

Before rejoining the Department of Justice 3 months ago I was the 
Deputy Court Administrator in the State of Connecticut. There, I 
was dismayed to see that we were having to try to solve the criminal 
problem by putting 80-90 percent of our judges on the criminal side 
and leaving only 10 to 20 percent of our manpower on the civil side. 
As a result, there were no civil cases being tried. 

One important aspect of our program is a look at the total system 
for administration oi justice. 

I would now mention some of the elements that we have tried to 
put into effect in our program as it has been developed over the last 
3 months. 

It has diversified funding mechanisms. We plan to have several 
largo grants given out at spaced periods of time. 

I would note that the $2 million that we have is no-year money. 
We do not have to spend it within the fiscal year. That is a great 
advantage. Often funding problems come when at the end of the 
fiscal year. At the end of June, everyone is rushing to give out money; 
and there is not the kind of review and thought that should go into 
it. We hope to avoid those kinds of problems, not only by spacing 
the award of the grants throughout the fiscal year, but also not losing 
money if we don't spend it by a certain deadline. 
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We also hope to have focused procurements under $10,000 for 
experts to help solve specific problems. 

We have our own in-house research capability. I am pleased to 
say that the staff we have inherited and been able to recruit, I think, 
is excellent. It's a first-rate staff, both in the law and social science. 
Several people have degrees in both and experience in both disciplines. 
We hope to do some in-house research, and we'll be needing part of 
the $2 million to supplement their efforts. 

Procurement will be competitive. Some of the small, under $10,000 
contracts may be sole source where we have identified particular 
experts. But we are very much committed to open competition, 
especially for the larger grants. 

We think that the office itself ought to have its own signoff au- 
thority. The Attorney General has already approved our plan. 
Attached t« my testimony is a copy of our 2-year program. We've 
attempted to tell the world and to try to tell ourselves what we are 
trying to do. We hope to revise that agenda as time goes along. I hope 
after the first 6 months of the program we'll issue a supplement to 
this to say what progress has or has not been made. 

The reason for the 2-year limitation partly was the life of the Con- 
gress that we would be working with in trying to implement legislation. 
Also, Professor Meador is on a 2-year leave of absence from the 
University of Virginia, and he wanted to have some set limits to his 
tenure and what he hoped to accomplish in that 2-year period. 

The Attorney General worked very closely with us in developing 
this program on a day-to-day basis. After lie's done that and after 
he sets procedures for procurement, he really does not want to be 
concerned with what individual researcher gets a grant. He does not 
want to have a deluge of vendors at his doorstep. He does not want to 
be pressed or influenced by Congressmen and others who might call 
on behalf of someone. 

We have a competitive, open procurement process. That is the way 
we hope we will go about our business. We nave a single contact in 
the office for any vendors of research. Everyone gets the same treat- 
ment. I had many friends in the research community and I've been 
director of a research center at New York University. But in that 
respect all my former friends are vendors. Everyone gets treated the 
same, and there are no more friends. It is a hard thing to do, but I 
think it is terribly important to maintain the integrity of the process. 
I am happy to talk to anyone, but if they want to talk about a grant 
or a contract they see Dr. Harr.\' Scarr, who is the administrator of 
the program, and they get the same treatment. 

Our staff has had experience both in research admirustration and 
in practical problems in the administration of justice. I used to be 
assistant U.S. attorney, and worked in the criminal division before 
going over to LEAA in 1969 and 1970. Others on the staff have 
worked as law clerks for judges, as prosecutors and as correction 
counselors. This practical dimension is an important one in terms of 
a,s.sessing the value and the utility of the research. 

We called on some experts in helping develop the program. Prof. 
Maurice Rosenbei^ at Columbia Law School has worked with us, 
and Geoffrey Hazard, former director of the American Bar Founda- 
tion and currently professor at Yale Law School, will also be working 
with us on a continuing basis. 
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We are aware of the need to cut down on consultants. That is 
something certainly that could be abused. But the alternative to me 
is to say that all knowledge resides in the Federal bureaucracy, and 
I do not think that is true. We need to have those exi)erts, especially 
people like Rosenberg and Hazard who have been in the research 
administration in the writing area for several deca<les. 

We plan to use contracts and not grants. The Attorney General 
incidentally does not have granting authority. The special gianting 
authority is given to LEAA by statute. To some extent there is little 
difference between research contracts and grants. You can make a 
grant very restrictive and verv narrow, and you can make a contract 
very wide. I remember the then Bureau of the Budget 8 years ago 
was attempting to come up with something called a research agree- 
ment that would cover the whole range and not get caught up in 
terminology. 

A contract generally denotes more specificity, better delivery of 
•what is promised As one of the preceding witnesses, Mr. Danziger 
noted academics and other researchers do not always deliver. We are 
very action oriented, and if people do not deliver for us, we are in 
serious trouble in attempting to draft legislation. We care about that. 

The 2-year plan has already been mentioned. We are not trying to 
cover the waterfront. We are trying to set out certain program areas 
that the Attorney General has agreed and told us that ne finds are of 
serious importance. We are working to fill those. 

In conclusion, I should note, as Mr. Flaherty has mentioned, that 
we have established an informal task force in the Department to look 
at our research needs. 

I was surprised that the directors of the Department's research 
institutes never met before. We have gotten them together and have 
had two meetings now, with John Wallace from the Corrections 
Institute, Buddy Howell, Director of the Juvenile Institute, Blair 
Ewing from the National Institute of Law Enforcement and Criminal 
Justice, and Dr. Harry Scarr from our Federal justice research pro- 
gram. I think that is a nucleus of the formal research institutes in the 
Department. There are other branches of the Department conducting 
research. The FBI does a certain amount of research, as well as the 
Bureau of Drug Enforcement, and others. I am not sure what the 
final parameters or requirements would be. We want to inquire. 

There is a need for the people doing research in the Department to 
get together, at least on an informal basis. There are many substantive 
issues that cut across what we are doing. Sentencing is one example. 
The trend toward determinant sentencing affects not only the National 
Institute of Law Enforcement and Criminal Justice, but also the Cor- 
rections Institute, the Juvenile Institute, and also our research at the 
Federal level. 

We are exploring the feasibility of some sort of a more formal coor- 
dination between these research institutes, what it would take to ac« 
complish that. Whether it's worth doing, is to be decided by the At- 
torney General, by the Deputy, by the Congress. 

Thank you very much. 
Mr. BL.\NCHARD. Thank you very much. 
Much is said about the President's plans to reorganize, and as you 

know. Congress has given him authority to begin that process. 
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\Ir. Deputy Attorney General, can you reveal to us any direcdaps 
that are going on with regard to the L£AA, and with regard to reseArdi 
in particular? 

Air. FLAHZBTT. With LEAA, of course, the task force has come oat 
with a report recently which has been widely distributed—I think at 
least 2,0(K} copies have been distributed, or will be distributed—for a 
60-day comment period, and these reports are being made available 
not onl^' to Congress but throughout the couiitr>' to State and local 
officials, universities, and other interested parties to develop a response 
to the reorganization of LEAA. 

In the area of research we are considering the advantages and 
disadvantages of a National Institut* of Justice. It's now activelv 
under consideration. It's mentioned briefiv in the LEAA report. 1 
think we can expect some reorganizational changes with, of course, 
the input from all these other areas that I mentioned, including, of 
course, Congress as we go along. 

Mr. BLANCHABD. DO >'OU envision a strong research function within 
the Department of Justice? 

Mr. JFLAHEKTY. I do. I believe we should have a strong research 
function. I think it's ver^' important to study the ultimate and perhaps 
root causes of crime in basic research, in applied research; and in 
demonstration projects, which are also a part of research. 

We are looking, of course, at whether or not it should fit within the 
Department of Justice or be autonomous. That's another issue. 

When we speak of research today, the developing of a separate 
research body, that's also one of the areas that we are considering. 

Mr. BLAXCHARD. Are you considering a research imit within Justice 
as part of the LEAA, or perhaps something separate and aside? 

\Ir. FL.4HEBTV. The report alludes to it briefly. I don't think I can 
give you a final decision on that until we get our comments back as to 
whether the Research Institute will be a part of LEAA or whether 
the two will be separated. We've certainly given a lot of consideration 
to a separate Research Institute. 

Mr. BLANCHARD. One of the things that I'm sure you have faced—I 
know I did when I moved from a career attorney in Michigan to 
administrative assistant to the Attorney General of Michigan—was 
that out of 120 attorneys, only 4 or 5 of us were in the policy area. 
That's a difficult situation. But it's awfully hard, despite the quality 
of the people we had, to control policj-. 

Do you envision that to be a problem? There must be over a 
thousand attorneys right within the Justice Department. 

Mr. FLAHEBTY. I think it's closer to 1,500. 
I think policy is a matter of sharing. I don't think any policy that 

is to be credible can be elitist, that comes from the top down. I think 
it has to be a sharing with those who work in the field, where policy 
loops out, and some loops down, with the review and evaluation 
process continually influencing policy. 

. So I understand your question, out I would have to say if it's to be 
credible it's got to be a continuous one that involves, I think, many 
areas in the decisionmaking, many people. Of course, not 1,500, 
but certainly those that are actively involved in a particular area. 

Mr. BLANCHABD. Several studies have recommended that the 
entire research effort in law enforcement be guided by some sort 
of advisory body or board, or a board of governors, independent 
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from anyone else, presumably, to keep research planning and develop- 
ment away from the day-to-day pressures, or perhaps poUtical 
pressures. 

Is this one of the approaches the Department lias considered? 
Mr. FLAHEKTY. Yes; this is under consideration, as to whether 

or not if we move toward a separate institute we would have an 
advisory board, a group that would assure the day-to-day pressures 
are insulated from those who do the top research. Yes; it is actively 
under consideration. If it would come witliin the Department of 
Justice, the final institute that is envisioned, if it would stay within 
the Department of Justice, I think that there obviously would be some 
opportunity for the Institute to share with the other agencies within 
the Department, and at the same time, I think, on the day-to-day 
specific projects that there may very well be a need for an advisory 
board or a board of directors. 

I think Mr. Nejelski has some feelings on this, too. 
Mr. NEJELSKI. If I could just add a orief comment. 
There are different kinds of advisory boards. It's interesting to 

note that the American Bar Foundation, for example, has a research 
committee which reviews the final product, and says that "This is a 
scholarly product. It meets certain standards, whether we agree with 
the results or not." This is opposed to a body that would set policy. 

When I was with the National Institute of Law Enforcement and 
Criminal Justice, we did a study on preventive detention, which did 
not meet with favor with the then Deputy Attorney General Klein- 
dienst. He felt that the study should never be issued because the sam- 
ple size was too small. There ought to be some way of assuring the 
quality of the product without having to get into things that could 
be interpreted as political ioterference. 

Mr. FLAHERTY. I might add too, Congressman, that I certainly 
recognize the legitimacy of the question, but in the short time that 
I have been there, which has been since about April 1, I've had many 
bits of correspondence and calls and demands concerning LEAA from 
all over from the various people that are interested in it. But I can't 
think of any at the moment that dealt with the Institute. 

So that I think the idea of political pressure in the Institute, while 
it's one that obviously we should all consider, I have found very little 
evidence to support it, again, in the 4 months that I have been in the 
Department. I mean from outside. 

Mr. BLANCHAHD. I think a lot of people confuse political pressure 
with the eveiyday personal struggles with priorities, which goes on 
everywhere, apart from the political pressure, which is part of the 
everyday struggles, as you know, in the whole structure. 

In fact, I would caution you to set up—and I know there are a num- 
ber of people on our committee who like the idea—some sort of a totally 
independent, autonomous blue ribbon panel, and, quite honestly, 
.from what I've seen in the State government machinery, which is 
even smaller, or here, that can often lead to people doing their own 
thing on the Federal payroll without regard to any of the priorities. 
The policymakers who are held accountable here, for budget, time, 
for policy, are held accountable indirectly by the people of the United 
•States for policy, end up having to apologize for things which appear 
to be either irrelevant or disjointed. Then you have an independent 
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boftrd, and President Carter is apologizing for the Postal Service. 
They're independent and, as you koiow, we have no control over it. 

So I don't think there's any magic to so-called independence at alL 
We have more struggles with agencies like that than any, and the 
people do too, whether it's the Federal Power Commission or the 
Fefleral Reserve Board, or whatever. 

Mr. FL.\HERTT. You're hitting on a problem that we're very much 
aware of, and that is that as j'ou move toward independence or auton- 
omy you run the risk of suffering from detachment, isolation, whereas 
if you're within the Department's purview and policymaking you're 
much more sharing and have much more access to other agencies. 

Mr. BLAXCHARD. Yes. 
We have some staff followup questions. 
I notice our distinguished chairman has returned from his meeting. 
Mr. BLAXCHARD. Mr. Wells has, I think, a couple of followup 

quer^tions. 
Mr. WELL.S. I would like to follow on Mr. Blanchard's point about 

the advisor}- board vis-a-vis the advisory committee. 
This is a very tough question, and I think the suggestions have 

ranged all the way from a National Science Board arrangement, which 
was hammered out in about a 5-year debate here in Congress, when 
the National Science Foundation was established. 

The problem is to strike this delicate balance that I think Mr. 
Blanchard and Mr. Flaherty were o:etting at—how do you deal with 
the problem of bringing in respon.'iible political authority and account- 
ability for the use of public nmds and yet retain integrity, a degree 
of independence in conducting research. This is a somewhat different 
kind of activity than ongoing, current programs in which yoii must be 
immediately responsive to political authority? 

I think that's the concern that the sxibcommittee has been ex- 
pressing. It is not so much we want to either dictate or say that the 
National Science Board is the exact format that you should follow, 
but that at least this balance problem should be very seriously 
considered diuing}our deliberations. 

The atlvisorj' committee obviously has certain limitations. It 
advises. On the other hand, it can bring a point of view that the 
Administrator may not have considered. The National Science Board 
arrangement, on the other hand, has a polic\-making role, which Is 
speciiie<l in law. Yet the Director of the Foundation is still responsible 
to the President, as Mr. Blanchard was talking about, for the oudgets 
and programs and performance. So you have this leavening of a 
variety of influences. 

I also think that there has been perhaps a little confusion in the 
political pres-sure aspect of the Institute. If one looks at the record, 
perhaps it's more a problem of instability than it has been political 
pressure per se. So perhaps it would be possible for some kind of an 
arrangement to be devised which would minimize instability in the 
future. The idea is to avoid changes in directions and in policy which 
are made overnight, or when a new Administrator comes in and 
shifts the whole Institute around to an entirely different approach. 

Now, the social sciences obviously are different from the pnysical 
sciences. They are much closer to what's going on with human 
beings. Yet, I would hope, in expressing a point of view here, that this 
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•would be given serious consideration in trying to achieve this balance 
as you make your recommendations to the President, in consultation 
with the Congress, on the reorganization of the Institute and the 
LEAA. 

Mr. FLAHERTY. I feel sure it will be, and I believe that the areas 
that will be discussed and looked into are other models. You mentioned 
the National Science Foundation, and I suppose the NIH model, the 
advantages and disadvantages they have with their policymaking, and 
we certainly want to study NIMH and the many others as we go 
along to find out more about advisory boards and their role in policy- 
making, and I think that will be part of our work in the ne.xt 60 days. 

Mr. WELUS. I would also like to ask Mr. Ewing a question. I hope 
I don't detect in your comments on the peer review system in yo>ir 
testimony that's there's an antipeer review bias built mto the proceed- 
ings you're going through. 

Could you perhaps set my concern at rest? 
Mr. Ewi.NG. No; there's no antipeer review bias at all. As a matter 

of fact, we have in ])lace, largely developed and refined over the last 
year and one-half since the fieldwork for the National Academy of 
Sciences study was completed a peer review system. 

Now, it's more like the NSF model than it is like the NIMH model 
in the sense that it's a mail-in of views. 

Mr. WELLS. It's an ad hoc review versus a panel. 
Mr. EwiNG. That's right. We «lo not have a formal jjanel review. 

We do, however, have an advisory committee which advises us on 
program j)lans, and we internet with them on a regular ba.sis with 
respect to })rogram plans and the selection of jjriorities. As 1 suiil in 
my statement, the priorities will be discus.sed with them at a meeting 
in September, and we will obtain their advice on how that ought to 
be <lone. 

W'e also have used, and continue to use, review boards for individual 
f>rojects, especially the ones that are more in the nature of beuig 
undamental or basic research, because we think that's critical. 

Occasionally they are people from the Government; often, however, 
they are from outside; and nonnally the majority of the people are 
from outside the Government, outside experts. 

So we firmly believe in, and have recently strengthened and continue 
to search for ways to strengthen, the jieer review i>rocess. 

Mr. WELLS. I'm encouraged by that. 
Our committee had conducted an 18-month investigation of the peer 

review system used by the National Science Foundation, |)rimarily in 
terms of: What they're doing, is this the right way? Has the time come 
for making changes in a system which has been used for some 25 
years, since the Foundation was established? 

But we also at the same time looked at NIH, and we looked at the 
Office of Naval Research, all distinguished research institutions. I'm 
encouraged by Mr. Flaherty's comment that you're going to be looking 
at these motlels of well established, high influence, institutions which 
have made great contributions in science in this cx)untry. So that I 
think these models are worthwliile to look at, not that they will 
provide the exact format that you should follow. 

Our findings on the peer review system are that there does not ap])ear 
to be a better way, in combination with program managers ultimately 
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having the authority to make a decision. In other words, again finding 
this delicate balance of executive authority versus having an inde- 
pendent point of view become a part of the process. But when a pro- 
gram manager overrides a peer review recommendation he had better 
have a good reason for doing it, and I think that's sort of the situation 
that we would like to see develop. 

Mr. EwixG. May I respond to that? 
Part of our current policy also says that when a program manager 

wishes to override the views of the peer review panehsts, or outside 
experts, he has to put his reasons in writing and they have to be, there- 
fore, set forth in a clear way so that the justification for that is there 
in full. 

Mr. WELLS. Mr. Flaherty, if I could come back to you for just a 
moment. 

The nature of an institute is going to be set to some extent by the 
kinds of people that you choose to run it. 

What preliminarj- thoughts do you have in the Department in terms 
of qualifications of the person who should head whatever entity you 
decide to suggest? This may be premature, but at least what thoughts 
you mi^ht have. 

Mr. FLAHERTY. Obviously, we want the best qualified person for the 
job. But it's rather a difficult question to set the qualifications until we 
know what tjTie of institute we might have, and then we would go out 
and look for tne best person for that, and, again, I think that's what 
will be done. After the structure is decided upon, then the next st«p 
will be to try to come up with a set of qualifications for that particular 
person to direct the Institute, and I'm sure it's the feeling of both 
Attorney General Griffin Bell and myself, and Mr. Ewing and Mr. 
Nejelski, that we get the best qualified person we can for that Institute. 

We probably would also look to others for suggestions and considered 
recommendations as well, outside of our own mechanism. 

Mr. WELLS. Yovi would intend to cast a wide net? You would not 
necessarily confine your search to just the criminal justice community? 

Mr. FLAHERTY. No. I'm not even sure that the Institute would it- 
self be structured for just criminal justice. It might even include civil 
as well. So it may not be confined to criminal justice, or particularly to 
the criminal justice community, as jou mentioned. 

Mr. WELLS. Yes. So conceivably you could go outside the entire 
community for someone who is experienced and has a long established 
record in research management or management of research institu- 
tions? 

Mr. FLAHERTY. Yes. 
Mr. WELLS. And who has nothing to do with the justice field? 
Mr. FLAHERTY. That's right. Yes; we would. 
Mr. WELLS. That's a possibility? 
Mr. FLAHERTY. Yes. 
Mr. WELLS. What kind of a selection process do you envision to be 

followed in this? Are you going to have a group who will go out and 
actively select names? 

Mr. FLAHERTY. I don't know. There are pros and cons on select 
commissions. I really can't answer that at this point, not knowing 
what the structure is. Ob\nously, we would expect input from outside, 
but whether or not we would have a structured select commission, I 
really couldn't say at this point. I really don't know. 
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Mr. WELLS. I guess what I'm really getting at is, is this going to 
be part of the political selection process within the administration, or 
do you see this as being outside the political realm? 

Mr. FLAHERTY. It's difficult to separate, but basically we're looking 
for a research director. Insofar as possible, I think it would be outside 
the realm, but obviously any choice that is made is considered, to 
some extent, ultimately political. But the usual political considera- 
tions, I would hope, would not apply in finding a research director. 
That is, I believe, the feeling of the Attorney General as well as mine. 

Mr. WELLS. I would like to a.sk one question about the speech which 
you gave on June 30. 

I'd like to preface this by an anecdote about President Roosevelt. 
He gave a speech in your home tovra durin" the 1982 campaign, in 
which he promised to balance the budget. After having been elected 
and faced with the necessity of some fairly heavy deficits, he com- 
mitted himself to a speech in Pittsburgh. Sam Rosenman had been 
given the task of putting together a speech that would somehow recon- 
cile his campaign promise with what he had actually done as President. 
The next morning Rosenman came to the President's office and said, 
"Mr. President, the only solution I have is to deny you were ever in 
Pittsburgh." 

Mr. FL.\HERTT. I have heard that FDR did make such a promise 
in Pittsburgh to balance the budget, and we've never heard from him 
since. 

Mr. WELLS. In any event, on the 30th of June you gave a speech 
in which you stressed concentration on projects which had a high 
probability of success in a short period of time. 

Now, we may have been given this, or taken this, out of context, 
but could you expand on what might lie behind this philosophy, or 
does it represent a philosophy? 

Mr. FLAHERTY. I do recall the June 30 speech, and what I was 
talking about there were the demonstration projects, which are a form 
of research. It's not basic research. It's not applied research. But in 
so-called demonstration projects, which I look upon as basically action 
projects, ves, I would, and did, intend that a test of practicality be 
applied, llowever, that wouldn't be for across-the-board research 
projects, and I would hope you wouldn't interpret it that way. 

Obvioush", when you're talking about basic research, I see that as 
something much more long range than demonstration projects, some- 
thing from which jou cannot expect instant success or instant grati- 
fication, and, as a matter of fact, I believe in increasing our basic 
research budget, and recognize that that's long-term development of 
a body of knowledge and would not have that type of test applied to it. 

Ms. FREED. I have a question, and then I'd like to defer to the chief 
counsel of our subcommittee to ask a question of the Deputy Attorney 
General, as I know he wants. But I have a quick question for Mr. 
Nejelski because he hasn't been getting attention. 

I'm afraid too I'm going to disrupt the friendly dialogue that has 
been going on, and raise my voice .slightly. 

You have been saying that you are concerned that research have an 
objectivity to it. Yet in your plan submitted to the subcommittee you 
have very clearly stated research goals with predetermined objectives. 
One of your clearly stated goals, as I read from your proposal, is to 
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". . . develop proposals for ameliorating the adverse impact of the 
Speedy Trial Act." 

My question to you, Mr. NejeLski, is that there are many people 
who think that the speedy trial has had no adverse impact, in "fact that 
it has had a beneficial impact. Most of these people sit on the House 
Judiciary Committee and supported that piece of legislation. I hope 
that your research is not simply going toward an already determined 
fact. 

Could you explain, please, your thoughts about the direction of 
research within vour office, particularly as to how you feel about the 
Speedy Trial Act? 

Mr. NEJELSKI. I appreciate your advice. 
The Speedy Trial Act is certainly a very beneficial piece of legisla- 

tion, but the adverse effects we were talking about there were on the 
civil side. There resources have had to be drawn off to meet the dead- 
lines that were unresonably set by the legislation. 

Your point is well taken. We are going to first do a study to see if 
there has been an adverse effect on the civil calendar, on the ci\nl 
Erocpssing of cases. I have been told that, and I understand that to 

e a problem in some districts. But it is an area, I think, of mutual 
concern that there should not be an adverse effect. 

Ms. FREED. I won't follow up because I think Mr. Gregory wants 
to follow up by questioning some of your proposals, so I'll defer to him. 

Mr. GREGOHY. Yes. Thank you. 
This will be in the nature of a continuation of the last question, 

not so much about the speedy trial question, but about the direction 
of the research program. 

You mention in your prepared remarks, Mr. Nejelski, and I'll read 
one sentence; "The specification of the research projects that are 
undertaken is being derived from poUcy objectives set by the Attorney 
General." 

I wonder if you feel that is totally compatible with the research 
agenda—and perhaps Deputy Attorney General Flaherty can address 
this as well—how do you see this tieing into the need for a research 
agenda to be defined outside of the political arena, in other words, 
not political, not in the Department? 

Mr. NEJELSKI. The Attorney General comes to the problems in 
this area with a great deal of e.\i)erience; 15 years as a Federal judge, 
the recent chairman of the judicial ailministration division of the 
American Bar Association, and as the head of the Pound Conference 
task force to follow up the recommendations that were developed in 
St. Paul. He has identified certain areas in his eAperience that are 
of concern. 

Mr. Danziger in his remarks this morning pointed out the need for 
the administration to be responsive to changes in personnel and to 
the new direction, the new conunitment which hopefully comes with 
the new admimstration. 

I do not see that conducting research is incompatible with policies. 
If our research shows that certain progranis would not work out, we 
have an obligation to tell the poUcymakers that and to work with 
them. 

If that's what troubles you? 
Mr. GREGORY. Let's put it another way. 



• If we can assume that the research program in your office is the 
research agenda of the Attorney General, and you suggest it is, he 
has continuous input into this. 

Mr. NEJELSKI. We work together. 
Mr. GREGORY. I note that that is by definition only applied research, 

very very practical in its approach, to the extent that 3'ou feel you 
don't even need a grant process, but you utilize a contract process 
under which you specify that by a certain time you want a certain 
result. It seems to me that that's more a management tool than a 
research tool, and I wonder if this suggests that if the entire research 
program is placed within the Office of the Attorney General whether 
you would see a similar direction as is present in your program. 

Mr. NEJELSKI. We need different types of research to meet different 
kinds of problems. 

Our office is not a basic research organization, as I suggested in my 
remarks, both in writing and also orally. We have a jiractical intention 
of trying to draft legislation, in the area of, say, giving powers to the 
magistrates. The problem is, what powers do thej' have now? You 
can look at the statutes, but that may not reflect at all what's happen- 
ing in the 90-plus districts. There are all sorts of variations and 
problems that creep into that. 

Mr. GBEQORY. I understand what you're saying, what you are and 
what you aren't. I guess my question is why? Is it that way because 
the Attorney General feels that that's what research should be, or is 
it because he's deferring to other organizations to do the basic re- 
search, that it should be done there? 

Mr. NEJELSKI. Because we have the National Institute of Law 
Enforcement and Criminal Justice that should be doing the basic 
research. There is much time spent at NIMH, 'researchers who are 
working in this area. Our office deals with practical applied research 
problems. I do not call it basic research. I do not want to quibble 
over terms. The Attorney General needs some eyes and ears to under- 
stanil what is happening and not try to make policy in a void. 

Mr. GREGORY. If I could just ask one question of Deputy Attorney 
General Flaherty. 

In your prepared statement you mentioned a study being done on 
criminal justice data processing. I note that that is apparently not 
on the agenda of the LEAA task force reorganization. 

I wonder if you would share with us some of the consitlerations 
that are being addressed there and if you have some preliminary 
views about where that might go? I have in mind whether you're 
thinking in terms of a separate Bureau of Criminal Justice Statistics, 
as has been recommended, or something within the institute. 

Mr. FLAHERTY. I say that from my own experience basically with 
criminal statistics, that they are subject to a great deal of criticism 
as presently accumulated. The credibility of criminal statistics is 
often questions, and I think there is a need for, whether you call it a 
bureau or what, getting ])roper criminal statistics accumulated and 
amassing them in a direction that we know would be more credible 
perhaps than the one which we have now. 

Other than that, I haven't been actively involved with the develop- 
ment of such an organization, except that I know it has been men- 
tioned by others and I'm aware of that, and I think we have it under 
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consideration, even tboiigii it was not mentioned or aDuded to in the 
report. 

Mr. GREOORT. Do you think there might be some staff studies 
that you might be able to share with us now or later on in that area? 

Mr. FLAHERTY. I would hope so, as we go along, because I'm 
certainly interested in improving the present system of criminal 
statistics, and then, if it's necessary—I hate to say we want to establish 
another bureaucracy—but it may be that we will be able to improve it 
from its present system through an institute or through perhaps 
ultimately the Institute of Research. 

Mr. GREGORY. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
Mr. BLANCHARD. Now our distinguished subcommittee chairman, 

Mr. Scheuer, has some Questions. I've asked most that I [wanted to. 
Mr. SCHEUER. First of all, let me apologize for being late. I was 

imavoidably detained, and much more importantly, let me thank all 
of you, and particularly Mr. Flaherty, for vour great patience. I under- 
stand you've been here since 9 o'clock and it's now 11:30. I know that 
with all the tremendous pressures on jour time this is a real sacrifice, 
and I want you to know that we all appreciate it very much. 

As you know, this is the last day of our 5 days of hearings. We've 
heard from the National Academy of Sciences and we've heard from 
many other individuals, and there are some very clear concerns that 
we have, Mr. Flaherty, with the operations of the Institute over the 
last number of years. 

We're concerned with the environment in which the Institute has 
functioned, with political influences coming from top echelons in the 
Justice Department, with the fact that the Institute Directors have 
not had signoff authority and that they must look to upper echelons 
that are not really familiar with the research process and m many cases 
have not been sympathetic to the research process, and particularly 
the theoretical role of applied research, and because of the politiza- 
tion of the process the basic credibility of the Institute has suffered 
greatly and they have found it difficult, if not impossible, to recruit 
first-class scientific personnel. This has been very disappointing to me 
and to Congressman McClory and to Congressman John Conyers, and 
all of us who had worked for the establishment of the Institute a decade 
ago. We had high hopes for it, and those high hopes have not been met 
at all. 

I must say in all candor that we were distressed to read the speech 
that you made not long ago (and we were made aware of it in one of 
our last days of hearings) before the seminar on managing Federal 
criminal justice assistance programs on Thursday, June 30, at the 
Washington Hilton Hotel. In that speech you said you would like to 
see development and demonstration funds continued for the Research 
Institute in LEAA, which you favor keeping in the Justice Department, 
but you wanted funding continued only for the projects tnat would 
meet a stem test in practicality, projects that have a high probability 
of success and wouln achieve results in a relatively short time. 

Now, I'm sure that anybody who is familiar with the process of 
scientific research investigation knows that if you want all the aaswers 
in before you start the research and are expected to show the results 
tomorrow you would never engage in theoretical research. 

It's true, isn't it, to say that the research process is a two-step-for- 
ward and one-step-backward process: Why do people commit crmies? 
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"What are the incentives and disincentives that we can coastruct to 
inhibit criminal activity and to encourage constructive involvement 
in the community? If you're going to do anything more than just 
warmed over, more of the same, you know ab initio that everything 
you try and all of the avenues that you explore are not going to reach 
{(aydirt. The quintessential element of scientific research is that some 
allures are part of the overall process. 

It seems to me that with our rising rate of criminal activity, not 
confined to the poorest of the poor, cannot all be explained on the 
simplistic grounds of poverty and deprivation, much of it can be ex- 
plained by the rising unemplojTnent rate, but that is by no means the 
whole story. It seems to me that wo have some very perplexing and 
ver>' challenging aspects of human behavior that we've got to delve 
into, and that these aren't all going to be quick payoff projects, these 
aren't all going to be quick fix projects, and that the major challenge 
facing the lastitute is to learn more about what induces a small mi- 
nority of the people in our covmtry to commit crimes and how we can 
deter this criminality by a combination of incentives and disincentives. 

And to get from a leading official in the Justice Department this 
simplistic quick fix approach, the neatly packaged stern test of the 
practicabiUty tomorrow is egregiously imbalanced, in my view, wait- 
ing for an applied research with almost an undisguised contempt for 
basic theoretical research, to me was very disquieting. 

Nobody is more in favor of applied research than I am, and I wrote 
a book 8 or 9 years ago on the application of science and technology 
to the criminal justice system, and we talked about the application 
of computers to the instantaneous police assignment, to the mstanta- 
neous assignment of police vehicles, to the instantaneous identification 
of fingerprints, to the court process, to the trial process, to the devel- 
opment of nonlethal weapons, and to the development of bulletproof 
vests. I believe in applied research, but I don't believe exclusively in 
applied research, and I am deeply concerned about the thrust of your 
remarks on that occasion, and I wonder if you can do something to 
alleviate my concerns, and perhaps indicate that you have had, and 
you do have, a more balanced view of the totality of the research 
process, the balance between theoretical and applied research. 

Perhaps that was an oversimplistic summary of your views that 
gave us undue concern, perhaps unnecessarily. We're looking for 
reassurance. 

FLAHERTY. First of all, what I was speaking about, as the context 
of the speech indicates, was not basic research, but I was speaking 
about demonstration projects; I look upon research as basic, applied 
and the demonstration or action projects. When I was speaking of 
the practical results that we hope to achieve I was speaking, as the 
speech indicates, of the latter, of the demonstration projects. 

I certainly recognize the need for and was not alluding to short- 
changing basic research, nor was I saying that I expected instant 
results or instant gratification from basic research. I'm talking there 
about the demonstration projects. 

I believe we are asking for an increase in basic research, and I 
recognize, as you pointed out, Congressman Scheuer, that you don't 
get instantaneous results from basic research, that there's a long-term 
development of a body of knowledge that hopefully will lead to some 
solution. But, of course, it's long term. 
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And so I wasn't speaking of research across the-board, as perhaps 
you may feel from reading that. I was speaking of the demonstration 
or the action projects, which I think are in a different category, and 
that we have a right at that point to  

Mr. ScHEUER. You did say "development and demonstration 
projects." 

Mr. FLAHERTY. That's rio;ht. That's a point I wanted to make clear. 
Mr. SCHEUEK. And you do feel there's a role for the basic theoretical 

research? 
Mr. FLAHERTY. Oh yes, and I've said that here this morning earlier, 

Congressman. 
^Ir. SCHEUER. Good. I'm very much encouraged at that because 

this was a matter of deep concern to us. 
How about the matter of the political intervention that has taken 

place, the pervasive politicization of the National Institute in the 
decisionmaking process? 

Mr. FLAHERTY. We discussed this briefly, but I think it's good to 
get into it again because I recognize it's a matter of concern. It's been 
mentioned several times here this morning. 

I've been the deputy now since approximately April 1, which is 
over 4 months, and in that time I've had a lot of questions and a lot 
of interest groups inquire about other LEAA programs that they may 
have an interest in, and some of them might be political, some might 
be interest groups, and so forth, a number of them. I have yet to receive 
though, that I can remember a demand or an interest to have some- 
thing done in the research area. Now, I don't say that that means 
there is no politicization. Obviously, we don't live in a vacuum on 
that. But my belief is that the way we should look at it is perhaps— 
and this is my own belief—is that in perhaps the broad topical areas 
that these should be areas of policy', but in the more specific research 
projects that should be for the Institute itself, that the development 
of research specifically that should be, insofar as possible, outside of 
the politicization sphere. 

Mr. SCHEUER. In other words, what you're saying is broad policy 
directions, the general charting of the paths for this year and ne.xt 
year? 

Mr. FLAHERTY. Right. I really think that if you don't have that you 
wouldn't really get support, that is often necessary, and that if you 
had it in a vacuum too much it would be too detached, too isolated, 
and perhaps get into more irrelevant things. So I think that in broad 
policy areas, yes, that we should be involved. 

Mr. SCHEUER. I'm inclined to agree with you, that that would be 
one advantage of having the Research Institute in the Department of 
Justice. 

When we were originally contemplating all the options as we were 
writing the legislation we did consider leaving it within LEAA, as one, 
or putting it in LEAA. Another option was putting it in the Justice 
Department under an Assistant Attorney General in charge of research 
and development. 

You might be interested in knowing that even at that time, a 
decade ago, the Justice Department was the only executive branch 
agency that didn't have an official of the rank of Assistant Secretary, 
or in this ca.se, Assistant Attorney General in charge of research and 
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development. So that was a second option, to place it under an 
Assistant Secretary in charge of research and development. 

Of course, the third option was placing it outside the Justice Depart- 
ment, and there were two options, one to make it a governmental 
agency like the National Science Foundation or another model would 
be setting up a prototype similar to IDA, the Institute of Defense 
Analysis, which, as you know, has a single client, the Department of 
Defense. It's really funded by the Defense Department, but it is not 
subject to civil service regulations. 

We thought a lot about all of them, and we finally decided to place 
it in LEAA, thinking that in terms of all the tradeoffs we would get the 
benefit of overall policy guidance and we would get the support of the 
Justice Department, which we felt was important. It didn't really 
work out that way. 

We're still openminded. I think we have a question mark, based on 
the history of the LEAA's involvement, as to whether there's so much 
history of orientation toward the quick fi.x and the applied research 
and poUtical interference. I think there's a real question of whether 
the Institute would ever recover its credibility witnin the LEAA. But 
certainly another alternative is having it under an Assistant Attorney 
General and, of course, the outside placement, either in a Government 
agency or on the IDA model. These remain our options. 

As I said, we decided the advantage of fitting it into the Justice 
Department family, getting overall policy coordination and some 
pohtical support outweighed what are .some of the counterbalancing 
advantages of independence on the outside. We do see the National 
Science Foundation functioning quite well without any coordination 
from an executive branch agency, but they get a little coordination 
over here at budget time because we're prejudiced. 

What do you perceive as the various inherent elements in where it 
should be located? 

Mr. FLAHERTY. We haven't molded any final conclusions on it, 
but we are going to be looking at models such as NSF, NIH, NIMH, 
and other such institutions to see what their model is and to see what 
the advantages anrl disadvantages they have faced are. 

I was thinking, as you were discussing how in the past perhaps there 
w^asn't that relationship of Justice to the Institute that you had 
expected. I'm only speculating now, from looking at the history my- 
self, and it's not as deeply involved by any means as your interest 
has been over the years, I know that, but one problem might have 
that when it was devised it was devised .so that the funds could only 
be spent on State and local assistance, and so therefore it might very 
well have been that Justice felt somewhat divorced from it. I'm 
speculating here for a moment that that may have happened. 

Mr. ScHEUER. I think that was true of perhaps LEAA funding, 
but I don't believe that was true of National Institute funding or the 
process by which they funded other projects. 

You're quite right that one of the real jiroblems with the LEAA. 
funding was that it did go through the State planning agencies and 
that they did not tend to spend their moneys where the action was or 
where the problem wa.s, in the big cities, but rather for two or three 
more cars for the county sheriffs of rural coimties. There was a tre- 
mendous imbalance between the State planning agencies in allocating 
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the mone^'^s to rural areas and urban areas, and also a tremendous 
})redilection for hardware rather than something much more meauing- 
ul.. 

I don't think there was quite that same problem with the National 
Institute. You did have a very real problem, the way the LEAA 
functioned, and I think there was great congressional dissatisfaction 
with that whole mess. 

Mr. WELLS. Mr. Chairman. 
Mr. ScHEUEK. Yes. Go ahead. 
Mr. WELLS. Congressman Fuqua, who is a member of the full 

committee but not a member of the subcommittee, has asked that we 
ask tliis question of the LEAA, and perhaps Mr. Ewing may respond 
to this. Writing to Mr. Scheuer, he said: 

I've been contacted by the Governor cf Florida and by ether officials whc are 
enth\isinstic about the LE.\A program conducted by the Florida School System. 

Realizing that you have LE.\A witnesses today, 1 would appreciate it if you 
would a.<k the fcUowing question on my behalf: 

i 

And here is Mr. Fuqua's question: 
It is my understanding that Crime Prevention Through Environmental Design 

Program conducted in Broward County, Florida has been one cf the most suc- 
cessful ever run for the LEAA. If this is so, what does the LEAA plan to do to 
utilize the information gathered through this pilot prtject to disseminate to other 
school systems throughout the country? In other words, now that this pilot 
project has proven successful what happens next? 

Mr. EwixG. This project is, we think, a. very promising one. It 
isn't yet finished. It's going to go into full operation, as a matter of 
fact, this September. I just had a letter yesterday from the superin- 
tendent of schools there. They are indeed very enthusiastic. 

The purpose of it is to assure that the school and its functions are 
taken account of as the school itself is redesigned on its site and in 
its interior. That's, of course, an application of the principles that 
have been developed through our crime prevention through environ- 
mental design program generally. 

We have plans to evaluate it. We expect that when it's been eval- 
uated, we will prepare a report, which we will then circulate to all 
school systems throughout the coimtry. 

I have, I just might say, a very personal interest in that because 
I serve on a local school board, and I want to make sure that all the 
local school boards get to know that this is an available program. We 
don't have certainty, however, that it will succeed. That's why we're 
doing an evaluation. 

Mr. WELLS. Thank you very much. 
Mr. BLANCHARD. Are there any other questions? 
Mr. STOVALL. Thank j'ou, Mr. Chairman. 
Mr. Ewing, currently do you think the method of dissemination 

of your research findings to the various agencies around the country 
is adequate, and, if not, do you have any plans to improve the method? 

Mr. EWING. I think there's room for improvement in the way in 
which we go about that, and we have made some changes of late. 

One change we've made I've mentioned in my testimony. We've 
developed within the agency what we call a Research Utilization 
Committee, the purpose of which is to review the final report and 
determine, among other things, what the likelihood is that the final 
report will be of interest to a variety of audiences. We try to identify 
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those audiences, and then we try to disseminate the reports directly 
to those people. 

We have a fairly adequate publication process, and that's both 
through GPO and through, of course, our encouragement to our 
grantees and contractors to publish privately. We are, m fact, making 
a much more active effort in the future than we've made in the past 
to encourage private publication, especially of research results, in 
referred journals; that is, academic journals. We think that is a good 
way to get results to the academic community. 

One problem we continue to face is moving the results of research 
into the operating agencies when research, in fact, has applications 
for those agencies. 

Recently we have begun a series of briefings. We also have training 
programs, and one of our most successful training programs is a 
program on the management of criminal investigations, which comes 
directly from research. We've worked with several hundred police 
chiefs around the country in transmitting that kind of information. 
We started this as a kind of pilot to see if this is likely to be a good 
way to make sure that research results get disseminated. 

So we're still exploring this. We think improvements can be made. 
We have some ideas about how to do that, and we are piloting some 
of those. 

Mr. STOVALL. Would you be willing to submit to the committee 
your analysis of the current percentage of reports that have been 
disseminated and the method by which they were disseminated? 

Mr. EwiNQ. I would be happy to do that. 
Mr. STOVALL. It would be helpful to us so we can evaluate what's 

going on. 
Mr. ScHEUER. There being no objection, we'll hold the record open 

until we get a copy of that report. 
[The information appears m app. C-2 at page 313. 
Mr. ScHEUEH. I'd like to just add a question on this whole business 

of political interference, which I very much hope, and have a de- 
developing confidence, is behind us. 

Mr. Nejelski, do you remember any instances during your term 
with the National Institute under Mr. Vclde's administration of 
LEAA when unusual or even perhaps undue or improper influence was 
exerted on decisions affecting recruitment, appointment, promotion, 
assignment, or release of persoimel? 

Mr. NEJELSKI. I do. I was at the National Institute. I came over 
from the Criminal Division in the Department of Justice as a career 
employee in January 1969, and left the same day that Henry Ruth 
did, in May of 1970. I was the Executive Assistant to the Director, 
both Dr. Ralph Sui, whom you may remember, and  

Mr. ScHEUER. Indeed. I remember them both. I have the highest 
esteem for both of them. 

Mr. NEJELSKI. He was briefly director and then Mr. Ruth was 
appointed. 

Mr. ScHEUER. Two extraordinarily capable men. 
Mr. NEJELSKI. It was an education working for both of them, 

I can assure you. 
At that time Mr. Rogovin was the Administrator, and LEAA was 

burdened with an unfortunate troika arrangement. 
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Mr. ScHEUER. Yes. 
Mr. NEJELSKI. In which any one of the three could veto, and 

sometimes did, even the most minor action. 
I think that some of those experiences gave me a sensitivitj- to keep 

the research process as objective and as open as possible. 
Mr. ScHEUEB. Can you give us any specifics? 
Mr. NEJEUSKI. I remember on one occa-sion we were ordered to hire 

someone who was ju.st 2 years out of law school as a GS-15, whose 
experience had been as a l)eputy Probate Clerk, who had a C-minus 
average in his law school record. His only other claim to fame seemed 
to be that he was Republican County Chairman, i thought that was 
inappropriate and refused to hire him. 

Mr. ScHECER. I'm noting a look of shock, horror and constemAtion 
on Mr. Flaherty's face, so the record will show that. 

Mr. NEJELSKI. We u.sed to have regular meetings with at that time 
Mr. Revercomb, who was in chaise of political patronage and ap- 
pointments in the deputy's office. It was a very difficult time to 
recruit competent people. As you know, the Vietnam war was going 
on. A lot 01 people did not want to come to work in Washington in 
any capacity, but especially in John Mitchell's Justice Department. 
It was verj' hard to recruit lawyers as well and social scientists. 

Then also we were asked to do a study on preventive detention in 
the District of Columbia and we subcontracted with the National 
Bureau of Standards. We spent about $200,000. When the results 
came in, as I mentioned earlier, Mr. Kleindienst thought the sample 
size was too small and thought that the report should not be Issued. 
Henry Ruth at the time said, "Well, it is nice to know that they are 
trying to suppress our results. That is the first notice we have had 
of any attention being paid to the Institute's resiilts in the first vear 
of its existence." It is a negative way of knowing that you are making 
some impact. We made a decision to issue that report even though it 
was ordered to be suppressed. 

1 think those are the kinds of things that are totally damaging to 
the integrity of any kind of research process. 

Mr. SCHEUER. Yes. 
l^t me just ask one followup question on that and then we're going 

to have to leave to vote, but we'll come back. 
As I understand it, the Juvenile Justice Research Institute is 

looking for a staff. I understand also that the regional offices have 
been abolished, and perhaps 150 people have been let go. Now, for 
the first time the lastitute right now is planning to recruit fully 
trained and experienced researchers for a half a dozen positions as 
project monitors. 

We have heard rumors that they are being required to give first 
priority to i)eo|)le who work in the regional offices. We have heard 
further the rumor that the regional office people do not have the kind 
of talent and experience and research training that they are looking 
for for these project monitor jobs. 

Are they going to be forced to take on people that don't meet their 
high standards, and is this going to be another example of sort of a 
process of demeaning the quality of research in the National Institute 
and n further eroding of the Juvenile Justice Research Institute, and 
a further eroding of their credibility? 
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Mr. FLAHEBTT. Mr. Ewing, who is representing the Acting Admin- 
istrator, who could not be here, by the way, tins morning, wants to 
reply to that because he is been talking to the Administrator on it. 

Mr. EwiNG. If I may, Mr. Scheuer? 
A'Ir. ScHEUER. Yes. 
Mr. EWING. Mr. Gregg in his capacity as Acting Administrator, 

has made it clear to me, as the Acting Director of the Institute, and 
to Mr. Howell, as the Acting Director of the Juvenile Justice Institute, 
that although we may consider people from the regional offices, his 
first priority is that we should recruit people who are Iiighly qualified 
and who meet standards as researchers and that we are not to take 
people from regional offices just because they are there. He's made 
that very clear. 

Mr. ScHEUER. And he will have the authority to choose not to 
take people from the regional offices if he does not think they meet 
his high standards? 

Mr. FLAHERTY. Yes, he will. 
Mr. ScHEUER. That's very encouraging. I'm very happy to hear it. 
I'm now going to yield to Mr. Gallagher, minority consultant. 
Mr. GALLAGHER. Mr. Flaherty, your people are doing currently a 

complete reevaluation of the LEAA program and you've submitted 
2,000 copies around, with a 60-day reporting period until the returns 
come in. 

Mr. FLAHERTY. This is a study group that has come up with that 
TPport, right. 

Mr. GALLAGHER. My question then to Mr. Nejelski is: I note in the 
appendix of its report that you have a separate statement concerning 
this, and I would ask Mr. Flaherty, after I ask Mr. Nejelski, whether 
he would agree with Mr. Nejelski's response; in this report of June 23, 
you said that the LEAA had served its purpose and that the decision 
of whether, and in what form, it will continue should be left to the 
States and the localities that it's supposed to serve. 

Does this nde out Congiess having any input into the final deter- 
mination of LEAA? 

Second, since the Department of Justice now is in a holding period 
for 60 days awaiting these returns, how is it possible that you have 
already made a determination prior to that 60 days as to the end fate 
of LEAA? 

Mr. NEJELSKI. The document which I believe you have in your 
hand is the result of a seven-person study group that the Attorney 
General appointed to look into these questions anout what should be 
done with LEAA and to make some recommendations based on their 
advice. 

My comments were written in that context, advice to the Attorney 
General about what stance he should take. 

Certainly Congress has a role. Congress created LEAA and its 
predecessor organization, the Office of Law Enforcement Assistance. 
That would be my advice to the Congress as well. It's not a predeter- 
mination by either Mr. Flaherty or the Attorney General, who will 
have to be making those decisions. It's a staff document, a report to a 
superior. 

Does that clarify that? 
Mr. GALLAGHER. Yes. 
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In that same statement, in that report, you state: 
It is almost impossible to modify significantly the present distribution scheme 

which is the product of powerful special interests. 

Would you care to amplify on what special interests you are re- 
ferring to? 

Mr. NKJELSKI. The present system is not all bad. It is an imeasy 
compromise, but that is true in many cases. The block grant midvray 
between strict revenue sharing, which would be giving the States too 
small an amount without any direction. The money would not be 
used for innovation and improvement, but merely firefighting. There 
is a Brookings study done on the revenue sharing that e.xists now for 
law enforcement. Much of it was used for teachers' salaries, garbage 
collection, and other emergencies that I understand that these people 
have to meet. 

On the other hand, if you get into too categorical a program, with 
Washington trying to tell the States, "You can only use this money 
for X program," you are going to have more redtape, more hard 
feeling, more inefficiency. I do not think that Washington knows 
that much to try to impose those kinds of limitations on the States. 

But yet, from all of the reports that I have seen, there is a lot of 
dissatisfaction with the current distribution formula. It causes serious 
problems of federalism and separation of powers. People in the State 
court system, for example, can fill out an application form and get 
thousands of dollars without having to go to the State legislature, 
which should have a say on a continuing basis. 

It has been an excellent experiment. It's lasted approximately 10 
years, give or take the OLEA experience, and it has 2 years to go. I 
think Congress has recognized the e.xperimental nature of LEAA by 
passing it for 3-year periods and says let us see what it looks Uke at 
the end of that period. 

My experience has been as an early LEAA administrator, has been 
in the field, and most recently as the deputy court administrator 
for the State of Connecticut in charge of their research, development 
and Federal grants programs. I have had experience with the program 
on both sides. 

Mr. GALLAGHER. One final question. 
The National Academy of Sciences' Committee has pointed out 

that it is imperative that the National Research Institute be isolated 
from political factors, and so forth, and that such insulation can only 
come about if you have authorities involved which are pro-research 
and sympathetic to its goals. 

Now, last month we had a witness who stated that it was his under- 
standing that Attorney General Bell is unsympathetic to research.' 

Mr. NEJELSKI. That I can tell you that is not the case. I've talked 
with the Attorney General. He is certainly concerned about any 
Srogram which is spending $30 or $40 million, whatever it may be. 

•ut he's especially interested in research. His commitment, I think, 
is demonstrated by the creation of our office, appointing an Assistant 
Attorney General in charge of what had formerly been the Office of 
Policy Planning, upgrading it, giving it new responsibilities, in civil 
and court reform as well as in criminal justice. 

> Dr. Samuel Krlslor, p. 112 Transcript, June 29,1977. 
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The office, as you probably know, goes back in its history to the 
Office of Criminal Justice originally started by Robert Kennedy in 
1964. 

The Attorney General has asked me to chair a task force to get 
the heads of the four research institutes together and see how we can 
improve research, improve the objectivity, improve the quality, and 
so on. 

I do not know what witness gave you that information, but I can 
tell you that's not my perception, working with the Attorney General 
and working with the administration. We're very concerned. 

Mr. GALLAGHER. Thank you. 
Mr. SHACKNAI. Mr. Nejelski, I'd like you address a couple of 

questions. 
First of all, in the study group report to the Attorney General and 

in the American Bar Association publication, "A Quest for Justice," 
which I believe has a 1972 copyright, you call for the establishment 
of a National Institute of Justice to be independent, free-standing 
agency outside the agency structure which now e-xists. 

My question to you, and we asked the same question of Mr. Justice 
Hall, who was kind enough to appear before the subcommittee, is 
simply: Doesn't the proposal essentially describe a passthrough 
operation wherein Federal funds would be granted as a lump-sum 
payment to the National Institute of Justice, which, in turn, will 
reallocate those funds, either in a lump sum through grants or con- 
tracts with the applicants? And to follow up on that, isn't this just 
creating another bureaucracy for a function that has been performed 
in the Law Enforcement Assistance Administration? 

Mr. NEJELSKI. There are several attractions for me in the National 
Institute of Justice. One, that they would address civil as well as 
criminal problems. 

Second, they would have a stability being outside the Department. 
A lot has been made, I'm sure, at your hearings of the fact that there 
have been a lot of changes at the Attorney General level and the 
Director of LEAA and at the National Institute itself. It seems to me 
that instability is inherent in any system where you have three levels 
of bureaucracy: the Attorney General, the head of LEAA, and the 
National Institute. Even allowing that the 8 years have been unusual 
in that regard, you are probably going to have a change at one of those 
levels during the year. 

I would prefer a strong Director with a strong independent Board. 
The Legal cervices Corporation is a good example. That model gives 
stability, and it also gives objectivity. I am very sensitive, and I hope 
I act that way now and in the future, to the need for objectivity. I 
think we can do that in the Department. It is hard. There is a tension 
between action and research. As a personal matter—and those were 
both personal expressions and not as a matter of any administration 
policy—that the Institute would have more credibility if it were 
outside and started anew. 

Mr. STOVALL. I might comment to that that Mr. Flaherty has 
already assured us that the Department of Justice is prepared to take 
on a big effort in the research area, is prepared to make the commit- 
ment, and Mr. Flaherty also indicated that they're presently consider- 
ing such a statutory body, or however it woula be established, with a 
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strong Director. So again it boils down to the same thing: Do you 
create another bureaucracy, which is clearly against the campaign 
promises of this administration, or do you have the same function 
within the Department of Justice providing the commitment is there 
as Mr. Flaherty has indicated it is, in fact, there? 

Mr. NEJELSKI. You have a bureaucracy now in the National Insti- 
tute of Law Enforcement and Criminal Justice, and the other Insti- 
tutes and the LEAA itself. It is also a campaign promise to reduce 
inefficient bureaucracies. It is a question of whether the current one 
can carry on a newly expanded mandate or whether you need new 
people and a new organization. I opt for the last. 

Mr. STOVALL. But it could conceivably be done within the Depart- 
ment of Justice. 

Mr. NEJELSKI. Certainly it could. 
I would just also say that not only the ABA has proposed a Na- 

tional Institute of Justice, but 1 am sure you are aware of a very 
interesting draft that I've seen by Tom Ehrlisch and Jane Frank, 
which also calls for a National Institute of Justice. This differs from 
the ABA proposal, and in some ways is an improvement. So I do not 
think the whole idea of a National Institute of Justice should be 
wedded to just what the ABA has been developing. 

Mr. SH.\CKNAI. Wouldn't the natural constituency of the ABA pro- 
posal, for example, or of any other National Institute of Justice pro- 
posal be the legal community of the United States? 

Mr. NEJELSKI. No. I think the report issued, "The Quest for Ju.s- 
tice" will show that at that organizational meeting in 197.3,1 think De- 
cember of 1973, they were very careful to have a variety of people there. 
Probably half of the people at that meeting were nonlawyers. Just 
because the ABA is sponsoring it, that does not mean that they are 
going to run it. My understanding is that they would not be affiliated 
with it in any formal or informal way. The proposed legislation 
suggests that half, or at least a substantial number, of the board would 
be nonlawyers. I do not think it should just cater to the desires or the 
needs of the legal profession. 

Mr. SHACKNAI. My concern is—and by the way this is not to be 
construed as my personal opinion—but that of Dr. Samuel Krisloff and 
the other members of the National Academy of Sciences Panel, who 
gave a very excellent presentation to this subconunittee. 

Mr. FLAHERTY. I might say that I don't want to be pitted against 
Mr. Nejelski's testimony because we're still in the position of a 
moderator. 

While I said we were considering it as part of the Justice Depart- 
ment, we're also aware of Mr. Nejelski's proposal, anil I really wanted 
to cite the differences that exist: Mr. Nejelski, whom we have great 
respect for, feeling that it belongs outside the Department. On the 
other hand, Mr. Danziger, a former Institute Director, feeling that it 
belongs within. We're still going through this process of considering 
disadvantages and advantages on both sides of that. 

Mr. GREGORY. I'd like to ask the three of you, if you care to address 
it, what you feel would be the proper level of funding for such a 
reconstituted Institute. 

I note, Mr. Nejelski, that you mentioned your program Ls held to 
the $2 million level because that's as much as can be intelligently 
managed. Mr. Shah of the NIMH has several times before the com- 
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mittee here indicated that there's only so much money that can be 
intelligently spent. For example, the National Institute of Correc- 
tions funding LS about $3.2 million. The Institute of Juvenile Justice 
is now up to, I believe, $7K million; and I note that in the statements 
frcpared by Mr. Gregg and Mr. Ewing it seems that, in effect, the 
nstitute is going back to "Go" and doing things that I think we would 

all recognize should have been done in the beginning, that is, setting 
jjriorities, making long-range plans. So aren't we, in effect, starting 
from "Go," and should not the level of funding reflect that? 

Mr. EwiNO. Whom do you want to begin first? 
Mr. NEJELSKI. A lot depends on the functions you give it. Assum- 

ing you have a new National Institute of Justice, do you want to 
put in the reference service, which I think has probably been a plus? 
If you start getting into demonstration programs, they get very 
expensive. Much depends on the charter and the function which you 
give it. I would suggest though that you start very small, maybe 30 
million or S40 million at the most. 

Mr. GHEGORT. That's quite a bit more than the Department is 
asking for, isn't it, next year? 

Mr. FLAHEHTY. Yes; 21 is being asked. 
Mr. NEJELSKI. But there are now a lot of current discretionary 

funds that you have to take into account. There is a lot more money 
that is available. It would be doing more than just research. One of the 
objections of some of the people who have talked to me about a 
National Institute of Justice is that they see it just doing basic re- 
search anfl often being unreleated to law reform and litigation. People 
of the Ralph Nader stripe correctly are not happy with that. They 
want to see action tied to the research in some way. I think you need a 
balance of interests, not just a WPA program for research people. 

Mr. EwixQ. If I may speak to that? 
One point to make, I think, is that our proportion of staff to dollars 

is the same as NIMH. Our budget for the coming year is $21 million. 
The Institute's budget has been as high as $40 million. We think $21 
million is a reasonable figure and one that can provide well, in fact, for 
the tasks that we now have. I agree with Mr. Nejelski that the butlget 
level really is, or ought to be, a function of the tasks assigned—but for 
the tasks we now have, we believe that $21 million is certainly ade- 
quate. Now, tho.se tasks are varied, and they aren't all research, of 
course. We do have some responsibilities for identifying action pro- 
gram opportunities and doing some very, very limited testing of a 
select, small number of those. We do not have major demonstration 
projects and do not expect to have them. 

So given our current tasks, given our growing emjihasis on basic 
research, which tends to be, of course, long-term and often not as 
expensive as aiiplied, we think we have plenty of money. 

Mr. FLAHERTY. I just wanted to point out, and I think Mr. Ewing 
has touched upon it already, that we are increasing our basic research, 
we're also decreasing the amount of bu<lgetary dollars going into 
etjuipment oriented functions within the Institute. That's down now. 
This current year I think it's 19 percent, and the next fiscal year I 
think it will be down to 4 percent, and I think within our $21 million 
we'll be adequately funded, at least for next year, until we can see 
whether the reorganization plans will go. 
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Mr. BLAXCHAKD. One final question, and then we're going to con- 
clude. Mr. Shellow has one. 

Mr. SHELLOW. Granted the distinction between basic and applied 
research is a very fuzzy one at best, nevertheless, how much do you 
think the Federal Government shotild be investing, in trying to 
increase our understanding of the phenomenon of crime, whether by 
basic or any other research. 

You're talking about a mi.x in any research program between various 
types of investigative efforts, whether they be increasing the under- 
standing of crime or trying to improve one of the institutions, namely 
criminal justice system that has to deal with crime or whether it has 
to do with evaluating programs. Balance also implies some sort of 
active competition among these various interests, and at least at the 
present time it appears that the development of a clear understanding 
of what the causes of crime are has lost out in the competition. 

What do you think is the appropriate funding level for this type of 
research for future programs? 

Mr. FLAHERTY. I don't have a figure, but I believe that basic re- 
search ought to be on the increase in future programs. 

I agree with you on the need for finding the root causes, the social 
causes, if you will, for the crime, and much more research in the basic 
area is needed on this. 

Mr. Ewing might be able to help me. I don't have a dollar figure 
though that I can give you. But I certainly agree on an increase in 
that area. 

Mr. EwiNQ. We do have figures which we would be glad to supply 
for the record, which show the distinction between basic and applied 
over the years, although we would want to enter a caveat that that 
distinction may not always be a terribly meaningful one because the 
same project may have elements of both. 

Basic research has been at about 5 to 8 to 10 percent of our total 
Institute appropriation until fiscal 1977. In fiscal 1977—and this 
goes to your point about getting left out—we expect that if our plans, 
which are already approved by the Acting Administrator of LEAA, 
come to fruition it will be approximately 20 percent of our Institute 
budget. Mr. Gregg wants it to remain at least at that level the next 
year. You've heard Mr. Flaherty say that the Department supports 
that kind of increase. We are looking at things like unemployment 
and crime, drugs and crime; we are exploring the issue of alcohol 
and crime; we are exploring the issue of economic factors other than 
unemployment and crime; and we are developing these through the 
research agreements program, among other ways. That's the prime 
focus. We have a determmed commitment to long-term basic inquiry 
into what the motivations are; and, to use Mr. Scheuer's terms, to 
explore what the incentives as well as the disincentives may be. 

Mr. FLAHERTY. There's also a correlation here, as you probably 
already have seen, between the decrease in the percentage of the 
budget going into liardware and almost a corresponding increase in 
the movmg of that funding into basic research. 

Mr. ScHEUER. Do you approve of that transfer? 
Mr. FLAHERTY. Yes, I do. 
Mr. NEJELSKI. Part of the answer would depend on the extent to 

which you are going to get into civil justice, because it has been long 
forgotten. But 10 years or 8 years ago when we were starting the 
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National Institute of Law Enforcement and Criminal Justice we 
couldn't find any criminal justice researchers, except for  

Mr. ScHEUER. There weren't any. 
Mr. NEJELSKI. Just a handful. 
Mr. ScHEUER. The criminal justice research fraternity has evolved 

really over the last decade, but I think the existence of the National 
Institute had a great deal to do with stimulating it, and I think 
that's at least one area in which we can take a little bit of pride. 

Mr. NEJELSKI. I think there have been a lot of pluses, and we need 
to make that same kind of contribution in the civil law area. 

Mr. ScHEUER. I couldn't agree with you more. 
Mr. NEJELSKI. They are very closely related, with similar, closely 

related problems. 
Mr. SCHEUER. Do you think that the National Institute should 

include both criminal justice and civil justice? Should a National 
Institute of Justice presume encompasing them both, or do you 
think that the civil justice research component should be handled 
separatel3'? 

Mr. NEJELSKI. I think it should be under the same roof. You can 
have some autonomy, with different Directors and so forth, but I 
think the problems are so closely related. 

We are getting into the problem now at the Federal level of class 
actions which attempts to remedy mass wrongs. But then the ques- 
tion is: To what extent should you be doing that by criminal prosecu- 
tion and the criminal process. There is a constant interplay between 
criminal and civil justice problems. It has been a problem in the 
past that we have not been able to address those areas whole. 

Mr. SCHEUER. I'm very sympathetic with that problem. 
Mr. BLANCHARD. We're going to conclude, then. 
Again, on behalf of Chairman Scheuer, the subcommittee and all 

the staff, we deeply appreciate all the time that you've given us. 
I should mention too that I've indicated Judiciary Committee 

Chairman Rodino and to the Crime Subcommittee Chairman, John 
Conyers, that you have been more than generous with your time 
today, and you've shown a very strong interest in working with the 
Congress, in making your feelings and views known, and we're very 
appreciative of that also. 

Without further ado, the subcommittee stands adjourned, subject 
to the call of the Chair. 

[Whereupon, at 12:20 p.m., the subcommittee was adjourned, to 
reconvene subject to the call of the Chair.] 
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A—Statements for the Record 
A-1. Forensic Sciences Foundation 

THS FORENSIC SCIENCES FOUNDATION, INC., 
Rockvillt, Md, 

STATEUENT 

The Forensic Sciences are areas of scientific study specifically designed to assist 
law enforcement and judicial personnel in crime detection and investigation, and 
in criminal and civil court procedures through the examination, identification, 
and interpretation of evidence. In the face of ever-increasing crime, rising court 
costs and the advent of new and more complicated civil suits resulting from our 
technological society, the extensive u.se of scientific methodology in our legal 
system embodies a fea.sible method to ensure that justice is served swiftly and 
effectively. 

Unfortunately, however, the forensic sciences are presently used in a very small 
percentage of the nation's criminal investigations. This is due in part to the lack 
of awareness of law enforcement and judicial personnel and the public about the 
benefits to be gained from the expanded use of forensic sciences, and in part to the 
lack of commitment of adequate resources for research, personnel and facilities. 

The Forensic Sciences Foundation, Inc. has been the recipient of three major 
research grants from the National Institute of Law Enforcement and Criminal 
Justice (NILECJ) since 1973. These grants have enabled the Foundation to 
undertake meaningful research into the area.s of personnel and analytical need.s/ 
deficiencies in the forensic sciences and to begin to structure programs to improve 
the practice of, establish and enhance standards for, and advance the field of 
forensic science. Although the NILECJ has the Congressional mandate to support 
scientific research in the criminal justice field, the Institute and LEAA as a whole 
have still not adopted a long range research and development program which is 
essential to meet the needs of the forensic science field. 

(305) 
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RECOMMENDATIONS 

The Forcni-ic Sciences Foundation, Inc., strongly urges the establishment of a 
National Institute of Justice as a research entity separate from the Law Enforce- 
ment Assistance Administration. The enormous pioblems of our civil and criminal 
justice systems warrant an organization which serves to promote both basic and 
applied research, innovative piograms and education and training in the justice 
system, many areas of which are not adequately served by LEAA funds. 

Any future configuration of the National Institute of Law Enforcement and 
Criminal Justice must recognize the importance of the law/science relationship 
in both the civil and criminal justice arenas. With this in mind, we trust j'ou will 
give careful consideration to the recommendations which follow. 

1. NILECJ should be reconstituted as the National Institute of Justice (NIJ), 
as a research entity separate from LEAA. The NIJ should be given agency status 
within the U.S. Department of Justice. 

2. The focus of NIJ should l>e expanded to include the civil justice field, although 
•its primary focus ought to remain the criminal justice system. 

3. NIJ's primary mission should he the promotion and funding of research, 
evaluation and demonstration projects and other programs not adequately 
covered by LEAA. 

4. NIJ should establish a forra.il system for consultation with the leaders in 
the professional/scientific research community. Review panels, composed of 
leading researchers in the law and science fields, must be formed for programmatic 
input as well as for the routine evaluation of concept papers and grant proposals. 

5. NIJ must attract and retain qualified staff who are given the opportunity 
to continue their own research. 

6. The Director of the NIJ must have demonstrated excellence as a researcher 
in one or more areas of the justice field. Similar criteria should be employed for 
the .selection of the directors of NIJ's program divisions. This should result in a 
more stable, scientific w^orking environrtlent, removed from the political pressures 

•which beset the LEAA. 
7. The NIJ must have adequate professional and support personnel. Four or 

more GS-14 program managers should not have to compete for the services of 
•a single GS-5 secretary. 

8. The Institute must develop the flexibility to fund both small and large re- 
search projects, from modest acorn grants to large multi-j'ear research contracts. 

9. NIJ's budget allocations shoukl not be tied to fluctuations in the crime rate. 
It is unreaslistic for the Administration or the Congress to expced that the results 
of research can affect the nation's crime rate in the span of a year or two. There 
must be recognition of the continunig need for research into the problems of 
crime and justice and the development of long range, five-to-ten year, research 
proCTams. 

10. The NIJ should avoid concentrating most research funds in existing re- 
search and development centers which previously have performed contract re- 
«eareh in the areas of defense, aerospace or public policy. Federal monies should 
be flirected toward the creation and enrichment of multidisciplinary research 

•centers which will prepare scholars entering the justice field while producing mean- 
ingful research. 

11. NIJ must recognize and imderstand the role of the forensic sciences within 
the justice system. "The Institute should be stafl'ed with one or more individuals 
possessing broad, interdisciplinary backgrounds in the forensic sciences and who 
understand the manner in which forensic science interfaces other components 
of the justice system. 

12. The long range forensic science research plans of the NIJ must address the 
following areas: 

The need for the advancement of scientific techniques for forensic scientists in 
the analysis and interpretation of evidence; 

The need for continuing education and training programs to ensure that the 
justice system possesses the scientific expertise required to flill the growing need 
for the services; 

The need for studies in the fields of management and operations, to develop 
optimal procedures for the deployment of scientific services throughout the na- 
tion's justice system. 
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APPENDIX B 

B—Recommendations for Federal Criminal Justice Research. 
B-1. Research Priorities for Crime Reduction Efforts. 

RESEARCH PRIORITIES FOR CRIME REDUCTION EFFORTS 

(By Henry S. Ruth, Jr.) 

CRIME AND CRIMINAL JUSTICE RESEARCH PRIORITIES 

Given the general framework, there remain questions of priorities for placement 
on the research agenda and matters of orgnizational needs of rcseai"ch. 
Interim improvements in efficiency and fairness 

Stuart Adams tells us that criminal justice administrators feel they receive the 
most helpful knowledge from agency in-house research. In the realm of cost- 
effectiveness, I would dcemphasize the police-courts-corrections trichotomy and 
the controlled experiment-demonstration approach. AU the variations in crime. 
ca.se processing, criminal justice agency organization, and other matters cited 
throughout this paper serve to frustrate precise experimental replication, precise 
measurement, and cause-effect conclusions. 

In the quest for interim improvement, efficiency and fairness should be defined 
as individual state and local problems with decentralized research organizations at 
the state and city levels using researchers, administrators, criminal justice em- 
ployees, and representatives of the public to define those problems. Becau.se of the 
participation of system personnel and use of sj-stem facilities and equipment, 
research overhead would he much less of an instrusion on research monies and a 
few researchers can address a great number of efficiency and fairness problems. 
Most of the defined problems then have to be researched with the goal of explicat- 
ing answers that do not cost more money than is now being expended. And thfr 
projected solution to the problem should not generally be an adjunct project 
loosely attached to the ongoing system and operated temporarily and experi- 
mentally by the best and the brightest, just out of college, eager and making less 
than union scale. When adjunct, force-fed, carrot-and-stick programs are operated 
by "outsiders," the losses to organizational change seem to be fatal in the long run. 

Thus, problems like court delay involve police presence in the courtroom,, 
sanctions against attorneys, judicial control of a court calendar and cf court 
attendance, treatment of witnesses, prisoner delivery from the detention cells in 
the jails, availability of counsel for the indigent, pretrial discovery, and m.any 
other aspects that require system participation in formulating efficiency research 
priorities and organizationally implemented solutions. If state or local research 
corporations or agencies guide such research in cooperation with the criminal 
justice actors and clients, the regional-state-city variations will be reflected in the- 
data gathering, problem definition, and proposed solutions. 
Missions of decentralized research 

This decentralized approach to efficiency research should be funded on a perma-' 
nent basis. In this way crime analysis, information system development, and 
system participation on a cross-agency basis would become an ongoing function. 
Change then would not be seen as something that needs to await a national 
project funded with personnel in one criminal justice branch; rather, org.iniza- 
tional and procedural impediments would be analyzed in their specific local con- 
text with participation and approval by the affected cluster of agencies. And 
this could be happening in many places, each with its own research corporations. 

We have seen now an administrative judge can "clear" the calendar with no 
additional monies. There are many such interim, subsets of problems involving, 
age-old conditions of inefficiency in the criminal justice system. Decentralized 
research can also build interim productivity measures by working both on system 
problems and agency-by-agency problems. These measures will vary according to 
different goal definitions, different possibilities of achievement, and different 
resource availability. The state and local efforts would also construct that system's 
"model" and the particular components of the criminal jastice funnel needed to 
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asswt in problem identification. Also to be identified would be a list of informa- 
tion needs, and then the research development in response, for agencies addressing 
management problems and also for a system analysis of juvenile-adult processing 
continuity needs and meiisurement continuity and compatibility needs. The 
national SEARCH effort in developing information systems would provide sug- 
gested models and possibilities, but only local and state research can deal with 
particular local and state varLitioas and legal problems. 

Evaluation of the implementation of various problem solutions could also be 
part of the mission of decentralized research management. In our search for the 
revealed "truths" of research, with the precision so necessary to achieve the 
rewards of the research world, we have forgotten the improvement potential in 
dealing with day-to-day, hour-to-hour sheer grubbiness; impersonal asp)ects: 
lack of basic coordination; lack of effective communication; lack of measurable 
and approved subsets of goals; failure to deal with the just and simple daily wants 
of the public, victim, and offender; and slipshofl execution of some basic, but sim- 
ple tasks. For example, one can list many harmful effects occurring when a police- 
man or prosecutor does not make a sustained effort, or even use his or her best 
common seasc, to get a victim's correct name and address, or when a short-term 
assistant prosecutor, for one reason or another, keeps pushing those hard or 
lengthy ca.ses to the l)ack of the calendar or the file drawer. Too often, research and 
experimentation lead now to special offices or separate personnel to perform the 
functions that ongoing, line personnel should and coulfl perform. 

Decentralized research can also identify approaches to priority crime problems. 
Instead of having a national test of an anticrime patrol, of team policing, or of 
operation identification, a research team a in high-robbery city could systemat- 
ically catalogue all possible criminal justice and non-criminal justice approaches, 
work with the various agencies and the community, and then develop a robbery 
response, implement it, ant! measure the results. A crime analysis might show that 
street robbery is occurring primarily in defined places at certain times, that police 
are willing to test defined responses, that the community is willing to participate 
in defined ways, that the prosecutors and courts will set priorities for certain 
robbery cases, that retail estaljlishments will conform to certain prevention 
mechanisms, and so on. These responses, defined and measured with decentralized 
research help, will lose precision in implementation and evaluation; but no more 
will be lost, and perhaps more will be gained, than with current efforts to see if 
single efforts through single projects under one agency will reduce a certain crime. 

Again, we should emphasize the decentralized approach involving joint responses 
to jointlj'-defined sj-stem problems. The research effort would have to overcome 
some of the pitfalls detailed in the evaluation reports of the pilot cities and impact 
cities programs; but many of those problems seemed to emanate from the rush 
to federal gold. The current and probably continuing budgetary problems of 
states and cities probably bode well for acceptance of research that, while fed- 
erally funded, is decentralized. 

Rftlioning and regulating the creation of criminal laws and Ike u»e of eriminal aa nction 
Among the prime achievements of criminal jtistice research in the past decade 

are an unfolding of the content and extent of discretionary decision-making, a 
statistical portrayal of the criminal justice funnel, and a delineation of many ap- 
proaches to crime reduction that do not seem to work or are not feasible for one 
reason or another. But unfortunately, much of this research evades or ignores 
system problems by addressing one decision point in one agency or one part of the 
system. Plea bargaining is researched in ten given places, mandatory sentencing 
somewhere else, and prosecutors' case screening in still other places. Yet all these 
discretion points, or decision points, occur as part of a continuum in a particular 
setting. Research should switch its emphasis to this case processing continuum. 
Exercise of discretion, for example, necfis to be analyzed for its system effects; 
more specifically, a radical change of policy at one decision point, such as a ban on 
plea V)argaining, may mean only that intake and case flow will have to be checked 
at decision points in other parts of the system to cope with the greater volume oc- 
casioned by that initial change. 

No systematic mechanism now exists for rationing criminal justice resources. 
Nine decision points can be defined for purposes of study: 

Lf'gislative decisions aVjout the criminal code. 
The allocation of enforcement efforts among crimes and geographic areas by 

police and other enforcement agencies. 
The decision by enforcement officers t<j make arrests and the supervisory reviews 

of those decisions within the enforcement agency. 
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The bail Hocision. 
The decision of the pronecutor whether to charge the suspect, and if BO, for what 

crime. 
The decision to elTect a plea bargain or have a trial. 
The sentencing tlecision. 
The parole decision. 
The parole and probation revocation decisions. 
Each of these tlecision points represents a criminal justice valve which, for the 

most part, can lie ojiened or closed at each checkpoint by various criminal justice 
employees. With the nearly infinite variety and large volume of conduct made 
criminal, each employee guides the use of criminal penalties and rewards with 
various motives: protection of the community from physical harm, alleviation of 
citizen fear, minimizing workload because of resource limitations, personal belief in 
the values which a particular law seeks to preserve, public pressure, habit, reaction 
to resource and workload crises, and many others. This form of anarchy is a prin\e 
cause of inefficiencies, random enforcement, inequalities in application of sanctions, 
anrl confusion among goals. 

Ten states produced fiO percent of the index crime in 1974. A five-year or ten- 
year research project could be undertaken in each of these states in an effort to 
combine the realities of resource limitations, the need to set priorities, and the 
recognition that the legislature enacts the criminal statutes that set the bounds 
of the crime demands upon the criminal justice system. The ten-state construct 
also recognizes the diversity of crime, of case processing, of information avail- 
ability, and of S3'stem dominance i)y various parts of the system in different places. 

The research would posit the need to limit the use of the criminal sanction, 
officially recognize and regulate the use of discretion, and devise a wider scope of 
possiVjle sanctions for the less-serious crimes. The research would include case 
flow studies, analyses of how discretion is exercised, resource analyses, and sessions 
with criminal justice administrators antl appropriate executive branch persons. 
The goal of the research would be a proposed process detailing: (a) the kinds of 
analyses legislatures should pursue in criminal code revision, and in adding or 
changing components of a criminal code; (b) specific illustrations of the kind of 
code, or changes in a code, that such a process would produce; (c) specific illus- 
trations of criminal code provisions that regulate the use of discretion at the nine 
key deci.sion points in the system, with provision for administrative ruUvmaking 
imder specified guitlelines and procetlures; (d) specific illustrations of the kinds of 
specified guidelines and procedures; (e) specific illustrations of the kinds of admin- 
istrative rules that could be enacted for the exercise of discretion at the local 
level; (f) specific methotls for criminal code a.s.signment of levels of seriousness of 
condemned conduct with specific mechanisms for dealing with the various levels 
of seriousness; such mechanisms would draw upon several possible methods of 
impo.sing sanctions; and (g) suggested specific legislative and administrative 
refjuirements of the production of information on a continuous basis to signal 
necessary changes in the law enforcement process and to measure effects over time. 

In this effort, common sense and reasonable deductions can help fill the gaps 
that lack of absolute precision will leave. The demand for absolute precision in 
the lesearch world is one of the principal reasons for its wide divergence from the 
criminal justice world. 
National research to improve criminal justice operations 

The attempt here is to isolate priority research projects which should be con- 
ceived and directed nationally by a federal funding source with the goal of exam- 
ining and testing practices in various regions of the nation. Research would then 
encompass examination of a smaller breadth of subject matter. But rather than 
have a long list of research projects each looking at one subject matter area in one 
place, each longer project would be conceived to capture the diversity of operations 
of criminal justice in America: 

(a) Police-citizen contact could be used as a broad definition for one research 
program area. Several studies have shown that most street crimes are solved 
through early eyewitness irlentification liy the victim or neighbors or witnesses 
to the crime. In addition, in many communities, it seems apparent that victims 
replace their stolen goods by purchasing goods stolen from other victims. In other 
words, they support the illicit business by which they are victimized. In many 
communities also, various kinds of block associations have attempted to assist the 
police and courts in various ways. Research can assess the efTects of past programs, 
the potential for future actions, and the full range of possible community assist- 
ance in law enforcement efforts. 
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On thp oth«>r hiaiii, only a few studies have explored poliee-citaen contact in 
relation to law enforcement effectiveness and proper use of the arrest power and 
other Btrategieg. Moral-s enforcement, family crisis intervention, field interrogation, 
p<ilire-juvenile contact,*, preventive patrol, and broad concepts under the label 

t<-am p<)\icing" have been analyzed and tested. But Herman Goldstein points 
out that r^earch ha« fleveIopf<l many ways for policemen in effect to get there 
fasU-^t with the mo«tffit, but little research telL? the policeman what to do when he 
arrives. If our society is to ration its use of criminal justice resources, we have to 
examine why almost one-half of city males have been given a non-traffic arrest 
rerorfl. We have to know how police-citizen contacts should be structured to 
obtain the benefits of full citizen cooperation in apprehending and identifying 
career criminals and at the same time maintain an effective and proper degree of 
police alertnes'H and aggresMiveness. Since police patrol and arrest affect more 
persons' lives and cost far more than any other criminal justice function, it makes 
«ens" to focus on ways to maximize the use of that power and money. 

Ih) The 80-callpcf flirect prevention research should be a continued priority. 
This includes targct-harrlening. A major field is architectural and enN-ironmental 
crime prevention planning for communities, apartment complexes, shopping 
centers, commercial areas, schools, small business establishments, and center city 
business and shopping areas. The living habits of victims and their actions which 
tend to precipitate crimes need to be analyzed to indicate ways of reducing criminal 
opportiinitirs and to suggest more relevant preventive actions by the police. 
Included In this examination should be a cooidinated search with the business 
world of direct prevention techniqiies and of more effective ways to spend the 
millions and perhaps billions of dollars private industry is now spending on private 
guards. The importance of this underscored by the fact that Americans suffer the 
greatest dollar losses and costs from crimes against businesses. 

(c) The plight of crime victims should receive a broad emphasis encompassing 
every contact a victim has with law enforcement. More attention should be given 
to the develdpnient of every justified service and compensation that society can 
offer its victims. The present and commendable rape center projects and victim 
assistance projects in prosecutors' offices are examples of steps in the right direc- 
tion, but tnis research area should be much broader. 

(rf) Juvenile system flow studies are needed. A high percentage of career crimi- 
nals noninienccd their criminal activity before their 18tn birthday. In 1974, about 
one-third of the arrests for robbery and over 50 percent of the burglary arrests 
Involved persons under 18. And yet, processing of juveniles through the court 
system has received surprisingly little research attention. Even the new actions 
prtiposefl for restoring punishment as a prime goal of criminal justice do not 
encompass the juvenile justice system in most ca,scs. Our proposed research would 
analyze the flow of decisions in the juvenile court system in order to achieve 
linflerstanding of the gap between actual operations and various stated goals of 
helping olfenflers, controlling crime, and administering an adversary system. This 
would include an assessment of the need for a juvenile justice system separate 
fiuiti the adult system. 

(fl) Analysis of the "dropout" rate in adult criniinnt ca,se flow is also needed. If 
n much higher percentage of career criminals, and of criminals who commit serious 
crimes on their lirst olfense, are to be arrested and imprisoned, the success rate 
of the adjudication process must be vastly improved. Indeed, many of the pro- 
posed criminal justice changes understate the difficulty of proving crimes in the 
court system. Some attempts have been made to assess the various rea.sons for 
the high rate of dismissals, acquittals, and plea compromises. Studying this process 
and making comparisons in a selected number of cities should lead to better 
underst.indmg of the elTects of, and reasons for, insufficient evidence, witness 
unavailability, lack of witness cooperation, noncompliance with constitutional 
requirements, lark of resources, and inefficiency. 

(f) Reh.Hbilitation rt>seaich, while very important, should be removed from the 
scope of criminal justice research funding and incorporated in social research 
funding. Thtis, it is more appropriate, as now, to have the Department of Labor 
^lnding national experiments in supported work and post-prison welfare payments. 
Research ami experimentation in approaches to education in high-crime areas and 
in prisons shoxila be an integral part of education research funding. Research in 
post-prison delivery of services should also be a part of social ser\ice research. 
Kor now, I would limit expenditures of the criminal justice research money in the 
rehabilitation area to an in-depth national evaluation of whether or not probation 
Mtd pan>lc .s«j>er\-ision justify in any measurable way the expenditures now de- 
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voted to those functions or even justify the existence of those functions as now 
established. 

Criminal justice research funds must also continue evaluating rehabilitation 
and diversion programs funded by LEAA. But I think that quantum jumps in 

•knowledge over the years will proceed only from noncriminal justice research 
£rograms that explore directional changes in the lives of the socially adrift. I 

ave never understood the persistent behef that there is some magic formula 
tkwaiting discovery of what prison programs can accomplish—beyond the basic 
•offering of a high school education, some skill training, and perhaps some strength- 
•ening of motivation and self-confidence. General social service research, however, 
•should be able to concentrate on theory and programs concerning adjustment to 
the streets, to the world of work, and other facets of the actual environment that 
persons wlio have committed crimes must live in. .Such research can also explore 
private sector service delivery. 

If criminal justice is developing, as many believe it should be, toward a mere 
fear-inducing entity, then criminal justice research will have to explore the 
discarding of service delivery and the maintaining of a credible threat that a 
prior offender will suffer consequences if he commits further crimes. Such research 
must first evaluate whether or not existing parole and probation rules have any 
relevance to the maintenance of that credible threat, or indeed any relevance to 
other stated purposes of such rules and their enforcement or lack thereof. 

(</) It seems reasonable to group accountability and productivity in one research 
program area. This should include within it those aspects of personnel and organ- 
izational research that pertain to both internal and external accountability and 
to adoption and enforcement of productivity measures. Much of the initial search 
for productivity measures sets unrealistic goals and fails to include a system 
perspective. Is it reasonable, for example, to expect a prison to rehabilitate a 
person? Or would it be more reasonable to start with more modest goals that we 
think, but admittedly are not sure, may contribute to rehabilitation? In the police 
area, some chiefs by their public statements assume responsibility for the level 
of crime in their communities. Others blame the courts or community corrections 
programs. Research could explore development and adoption of subsets of 
criminal justice goals and estimates of each agency's contribution towards those 
goals. But ways should be found to replace the current public assumptions, and 
criminal justice agency promotion thereof, that establish unrealistic global 
goals or irrelevant subsets of goals. Since reward systems motivate actions, 
personnel will act to achieve goals that are rewarded. If we persist in using sheer 
gross figures like the number of arrests one makes, the number of convictions one 
achieves, or the number of presentence reports an agency can produce in a certain 
time, those unsophisticated measures of performance will aggravate the per- 
petuation of actions not really pertinent to effective law enforcement or to fairness. 

(A) A neglected but important field of research is the prevention of conuption 
of certain kinds. Recent disclosures of illegal diversions of monej' reveal that deliv- 
ery of government aid to individuals often permits easily-committed and difficult- 
to-detect thefts and frauds. Methods could be devised, through research, to build 
corruption-prevention considerations into the planning stages of various govern- 
ment aid programs. Analysis would include the recent scandals in the grain 
inspection field, FHA financing, medicare, mcdicaid, and the food stamp program. 
Research to examine basic concepts 

Crime control and crime studies have adopted certain traditional practices 
under sets of assumptions that constantly need testing. Such l)asic research is 
not welcomed by the public or appropriations committees because it does not 
promise immediate or short-term probabilities of producing new practices. Yet it 
needs to be an intcrgal part of a dynamic concepts that bear reexamination: 

(a) We need greater sophistication and specificity in the measurement of crime 
and its effects and in development of w.iys to communicate crime facts to the 
public. National statistics are seriously deficient in alerting citizens to what they 
should correctly fear. For example, people could benefit by knowing the relative 
safety of specific places at various times, but research has not provided police 
chiefs many ways of producing this information. The city-suburb separateness in 
our society and the general fear of "crime" make this imperative. 

(6) Definitions in the criminal justice area must be standardized if administra- 
tors are to interpret various studies. For example, the word "discretion" is used 
by many to convey exercises of judgment ranging all the way from illegal inter- 
position to whether available facts in a criminal case show a sufficient likelihood 
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of requisite proof to justify prosociition. If discretion is to he measured anrf 
anal.vzed, categories are necessary to separate out the various degrees of judg- 
mental decisions now encompassed in the broad term "discertion." Another 
example is "recidivism." If success is to he measured by recidivism, corrections 
officials tend to define that term as narrowlv as possible; but the people, who grow 
tired of rearresting the same persons, tend to define it Vjroadlv. Recognized and 
defined categories of recidivism must become part of the vocaV)ulary of research. 

(c) Limited resources mandate more refined classifications of the seriousness of 
crime, including seriousness of prior criminal records. These studies should include 
both the juvenile and adult experiences of a recidivist and suggest record-keeping 
methods that aflforrl a broader picture than now available of each person's criminal 
career. One need only listen to the varieties of conduct that come to a police 
stationhouse and a prosecutor's complaint room to realize that legal labels are 
insufficient and existing seriousness .scales do not capture or categorize this 
diversity. 

(d) Factual bases of procedural doctrines need to be examined. It is important 
to the adjudicative and appellate processes to know whether legal rules—relating 
to exclusion of evidence, gathering of evidence, and admissihility of evidence— 
rest upon sound factual l)ases. One goal of this study would be an attempt to 
discover changes in the atlversary system that consume less time without a 
sacrifice of accuracy and justice. X corollary of such an examination is the com- 
munications aspect of procedural rules. Certain a.ssumptions exist about what 
juries hear, what they understand, and what they can successfully put out of 
their minds. One study suggests that what judges think they are communicating 
by their words is not in accord with how juries understand the judges' words, 
^'('ork needs to be resumed and expanderl in this area despite the difficulties. 

Research under this program area also leads to examination of fairness concepts. 
For example, the law nas constructed various doctrines whereliy the "consent"' 
of citizens justifies certain law enforcement actions. We need to know more about 
what people really compi-ehend when they "consent" to coercive power. Our 
felony adjudication process now rests principally on defendants' "consenting" 
to plead guilty. People "consent" to searches every hour of every day in difTerpnt 
jurisdictions. Prisoners "consent" to participate in eerta'n programs. One can 
construct a series of legal rules antl of the factual assumptions that judges express 
in their opinions. The most prevalent ones, and the most important ones need 
research on their factual underpinnings. This research can also be applicable to 
concepts under development, such as judicial decisions about right to effective" 
counsel. 

(e) The process of change in the criminal justice system, if underst-ood, could 
facilitate many vital reforms. The need for such understanding is exemplified by 
the limited successes of LEAA in trying to introduce various changes in criminal 
ju-stice operations through state and city planning agencies and through special 
programs of concentrated resources in pilot cities and so-called impact cities. The 
recent LEAA legislation for new authorization inclufles a special section for 
another attempt at an impact city program. The kinds of institutional analysis 
proposed by Erwin Hargrove shoulil become an integral part of criminal justice 
research to identify organizational impediments to change and to suggest alter- 
native methods of devising and introducing agency change. The analysis by 
Rosett and Cressey of the courthouse "club," for example, poses many revealing 
questions and many answers about the why's of the actors who process criminal 
cases. Devising better ways may be useless if we do not know how to implement 
those ways in a real-world environment. 

(/) Prevention of economic crime is largely unexplored territory. It is apparent 
that prosecutors have few resources to devote to economic crime and that police 
have little time or expertise to cope with this phenomenon. A.s a society we have 
shown little desire to cope with white collar crime. The law enforcement resources 
required to investigate and prosecute such crimes are enormous compared to 
street crime. In many in.stances, the law it.self is difficult to define. Commvmities 
express a preference for using law enforcement to achieve stret^t safety. Since law 
enforcement in the courts is primarily a middle-class function, white-collar 
criminals, who tend to be perceived as members of the same class, usually receive 
non-prison sentences. That makes the expensive adversary and adjuflicative 
process cost ineffective. Thus, perpetrators are treated leniently and the victims 
arc unprotected from the various manifestations of white-collar crime. Research 
is needed to find alternative protective approaches, alternative sanctions for the 
criminals, and alternative monitoring devices to ensure adherence to those 
sanctions. 
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Philosophical and iheorelical hasr. 

Research funding must also inelufi(> monies for the philosophers, thinkers, and 
theorists whose writings can challenge and influence research planning and help 
the public understand the conflicts of criminal law and its enforcement. The publi- 
cations of recent study groups have had these effects, forcing reexamination of the. 
underpinnings of criminal law and justice and stirring a tremendously useful 
public debate. This should IK- an ongoing process. For example, when fairness 
dominated the thinking of the 1960s, the concepts of fear and punishment were 
submerged. And now the situation has reversed. A continuous flow of writings that 
portray all the dilemmas and suggest philosophical and theoretical solutions or 
approaches would be healthy. Questions that bear ventilation easily come to 
mind: If criminal conviction is now to entail a high proportion of prison sentences 
with long terms, does this impose new dimensions of "fairness" for the defendant 
in the afljudicative process? Should defendants have investigators funded by the 
state? What is "informed consent" even in theory? Should there be compensation 
for detained persons who are not later convicted? 

If we are to have any radical changes in our system, a lengthy thought process 
will probably have to precede experimentation. What about less use of arrest 
powers when only 30 percent of felony arrests lead to convictions for any crime? 
What alKJUt more judicial dominance in our adversary system? What about 
deterrence for the middle-class criminal? What are the components of just pro- 
cedures when coercion is necessary to reduce criminality by the discarded out- 
caste of an affluent society? What is fairness if deterrence can be effectuated 
without equal punishment for all equally guilty of like conduct? What is the role 
of the criminal law^ beyond control of unjust injury? 

The qucstion.s can be framed endlessly. Emotion and rhetoric can build mighty 
flames unless tempered by continuous publication of careful philosophical and 
theoretical thinking. Perhaps the historical cycles of fads and instant solutions can 
one day evolve into a continuum rather than a circle. 

A final observation 
Some organizations, perhaps research funding organizations, must begin 

addressing the conflicts between the reward systems of the research world and the 
research needed in criminal justice. That is, the things for which researchers win 
position, power, compensation, and glory are not necessarily the products that 
rank high amon^ the vital needs of the criminal justice system. I mention this 
without further explication because I do not think even the problems have been 
sufficiently defined, let alone the solutions. The pending task force report of the 
Research Advisory Group on Criminal Justice Standards and Goals did not face 
up to this problem either. Yet problem definition is most important because, with- 
out it, it will be difficult to justify fimds for a study of the research world. Criminal 
justice research must have a continuum with building blocks, validations, and 
ongoing relationships with the pei-sons and organizations subject to research. A 
study of the research world is necessary so that we can design new organizations, 
attitudes, reward systems, interdisciplinary cooperation, and priorities for those 
who devote their lives to criminal ju.stice research. 

APPENDIX C 
C—LEAA Submissions. 

C-1. LEAA Response to Testimony of the National Academy of 
Sciences. 

C-2. E.\cerpts from 1976 Annual Report, 
U.S.  DF-PAHTMENT OF JtlSTICF, 

LAW ENFORCEMENT ARSIRTANCK ADMINISTRATION, 
Washington, D.C., July 28, 1977. 

Hon. JAMES H. SCHKOF.R, 
Chairman, Suhcommitiee on Domestic and International Scitntific Planning, 

Analysis and Coopiralion, House of Representatives, Washington, D.C. 
DEAR MR. CHAIRMAN: During the recent hearings concerning the Federal role 

in criminal jastice research and the activities of the National Institute for Law 
Enforcement and Criminal Justice, considerable attention was given to the recent 
report on the Institute by the National Academy of Sciences. 



314 

Enclosed for your full information is the Institute's response to the NAS report. 
An advance copy of the response was submitted for the Hearing record on July 21, 
1977. 

Your interest in the programs of the Law Enforcement Assistance Administra- 
tion is appreciated. 

Sincerely, 
STEPHEN T. BOYLB, 

Director, Office of Congressional Liaison, 

A RESPONSE TO! UNDERSTANDINO CRIME: AN EVALUATION OF THE NATIONAI. 
INSTITUTE OF LAW^ ENFORCEMENT AND CRIMINAL JUSTICE 

A REPORT OP THE COMMITTEE ON RESEARCH ON LAW ENFORCEMENT AND CRIMINAL 
JUSTICE, NATIONAL ACADEMY OF SCIENCES 

As a result of its 18-month review of the National Institute, the National 
Academy of Sciences' (NAS) Committee on Law Enforcement and Criminal 
Justice recommends a major structural and conceptual reordering of the current 
research program. 

The recommendations emanate from a consideration of the goals of the Institute, 
its role within the Law Enforcement Assistance Administration (LEAA) and 
from an assessment of Institute research in terms of four criteria: The quality of 
funded research, the usefulness of research products, the success in cumulating 
knowledge, and the effectiveness of research administration. The Committee 
found the following with respect to each. 

Goal.—The existing expectations that the Institute can address directly the 
goals of crime reduction or can decrease crime and recidivism rates are inappro- 
priate for a research program. However, the Committee suggests that the Institute, 
in rejecting these expectations, has tended to deny that it can contribute at all to 
these objectives and has opted instead for a focus on improving the criminal 
justice system. The Academy believes the Institute's primary goal should be 
developing knowledge that is useful in reducing crime. 

Role.—The role of direct service to LEAA programming has not been successful 
and should not be undertaken by a national research institute. The more appro- 
priate role is to engage in research and development on a scale, a level, and 
within a time frame that is impractical for the rest of LEAA. 

Quality.—The quality of research is not high, and much has been mediocre. 
Project weaknesses are a result of lack of attention tc research design. 

Usefulness.—Committee members found few projects that deserved high 
ratings on this criterion, although they acknowledge that it is problematic to 
assess. No attempt has been made to assess usefulness, though it appears low 
among SPAs. 

Cumulalive research.—There is little evidence that the Institute has contributed 
to building a coherent body of knowledge and h.ts focused that knowledge on 
solving problems. Its purpose would be better served by a research agenda based 
on program areas, such as deterrence and rehabilitation. 

Research administration.—Advisory sj'stem and review procedures are weak. 
The research strategy excludes a large majority of the existing social science 
research community and is vulnerable to pressures detrimental to development 
of a research program. 

The Institute's overall response to this a-ssessment of its operations and manage- 
ment is largely a positive one. The study was commissioned by the Institute not 
only as part of a larger six-year assessment of LEAA, but also because the Insti- 
tute felt that its internal procedures, processes, and programs could benefit from 
an impartial examination by a prestigious organization such as the NAS. The 
Institute finds a number of the criticisms valid, to one degree or another, and has 
taken steps to correct what it perceives as some of the more serious deficiencies. 
These are described below. 

However, while for the most part the Institute has found the diagnosis helpful, 
it is less sanguine about the cure. NAS argues consistently throughout its report 
that research cannot be conducted within and responsive to an action agencj'— 
that to do so is to distort the meaning of research and to force the research pro- 
gram into short-term, immediate, problem solving activity. While the report 
notes the political nature of the program, the turmoil generated by constantly 
changing priorities and leadership (both within the Institute and within LEAA), 
and the unrealistic expectations against which performance has been measured, 
it sees these formative and possibly idiosyncratic pressures less aa the causes 
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of the Institute's "mediocre" record, and more as tlie symptomatic results of 
trying to influence action program development through research. 

In so doing, however, the report fails to put the experience of the Institute and 
LEAA in the larger context of the Federal effort over the past decade to develop 
an effective role for social research in the policy-making and policy-management 
processes. Nor does it take sufficient account of the difficulties of translating 
research into action in a block grant program—an experiment in intergovern- 
mental relations that by definition confounds the traditional national leadership 
and  regional office delivery roles. 

Because the report is not set within this broader context, its primary and 
structural recommendations for corrective action appear almost naive. The report 
says, in sum, that the best that can be done is to isolate research from the policy- 
making and implementation processes and hope that a program structured to 
address the more fundamental and causative factors associated with crime and 
society's response to crime will somehow, over the long run, serendipitously 
result in prescriptions for change at a level to justify continued public investment. 

That a society would consciously devote a portion of its wealth and resources 
to the pursuit of fundamental knowledge concerning deviant behavior and its 
relationship to social structure and process is a noble thought. However, even in 
such areas as health and education, where the typical inconclusiveness of research 
is accepted as part of a longer-term commitment to some "social good," the 
trend in the past decade has been toward increased public and Congressional 
demands for results and for greater focus on priorities for the use of public funds. 

Research on crime and criminal justice does not, and could not, have a constitu- 
ency remotely approaching the size of those in the health and education fields. 
Thus, from a strictly pragmatic point of view, the prospects for survival of an 
independent institute devoted to fundamental research—particularly one that 
continues to have crime control as its ultimate goal—are remote. The trend 
in Federal support is away from ba.sic research and toward more applied and im- 
pact-oriented research and development. The wisdom of this trend is not in 
question here. The point is that witnout a vocal public constituency, it is unlikely 
the Institute could successfully move counter to this trend unless major changes 
occurred in the Department of Justice as well—for example, creation of a Federal 
Bureau of Crime Statistics and Research. Even in this setting, however, the 
research likely would be a more descriptive and analytic variety than the rigorous 
hypothesis testing suggested by NAS. 

In summary, the Institute believes that the Academy's criticisms and recom- 
mendations must be viewed in light of the role of social research and development 
and trends in Federal support of R&D. By ignoring these important realities, the 
Academy's report fails to put the National Institute into perspective. Repeatedly 
the question that emerges is "compared to what?" Viewed in this larger context, 
many of the Academy's observations and conclusions can only be seen as subjec- 
tive judgements. 
Criticisms and recommendations 

The following section responds to the Academy's conclusions according to the 
criteria used in the assessment. 
Qualily 

NAS characterizes the seven-year research history of the Institute as "mediocre." 
A less pejorative characterization might be average. It would also reflect the rating 
categories developed by the Academy. But the difficulty with either character- 
ization is that they cannot be compared to any standard, nor to any other point 
of reference. 

NAS notes that baseline data which presumably would allow comparison of 
research programs is lacking, thus it is difficult to accurately measure the per- 
formance of the Institute's work against that done elsewhere in the field. NAS 
goes on to suggest that, nevertheless, one should expect higher quality from 
funded projects than from research normally undertaken with little or no support. 

QuaUty of research is, of course, a very difficult variable to measure. Without 
a comparative frame of reference, statements about quality inevitably are highly 
judgmental. Another view of Institute research appears in a comparative study by 
Bernstein and Freeman, entitled "Academic and Enterpreneurial Research" 
(Russell Sage, 1975). While their sample included only 18 Institute awards and 
was confined to evaluation research, this comparative study concluded that higher 
research quality seems to be correlated with, among other variables, "being 
funded by NIH or NIMH (and to a somewhat lesser extent by LEAA)." 
The following table reproduced from Bernstein and Freeman's book illustrates 

94-92a 0-78-21 
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this finding and also suggests that the NAS assumption that more money should 
make a difference is in error. 

Characteristici of the award and research quality 
Deviatian 

Jrom over- 
Sponsoring agencies: ail meaii 

NIH/NIMH       +0. 6 
Justice (NILECJ)       +- 4 
SRS       —. 1 
OE/other HEW       —. 4 
HUD/AG/Labor/OEO        —. 5 

Nature of the award: 
Grant       +. 5 
Contract     —. 7 

Length of study: 
More than 3 years     -f. 7 
2 to 3 years  
IH to 2 years     —. 3 
1 to l>i! years     —. 8 

Funds allocated: 
$10,000 to $49,999           +. 2 
$50,000 to $99,999    
$100,000 to $149,999       —. 1 
$150,000 to       —. 1 

Thus, from a comparative standpoint and another point of view, the Insitute's 
record does not appear to be as baa as the NAS report implies. It Ls exceeded only 
by NIH/NIMH but not to a great degree. 

These figures arc not cited as a refutation of the Academy's findings, nor as 
evidence that the Institute's program is a better than average one. They are offered 
only to suggest that without such comparative data, the Academy's conclusions 
are highly judgemental, and in some areas, could quite possibly be misleading. 

Another measure that NAS ased to assess quality was Committee review of 
selected projects. The reviewers were asked: "If it were your decision to find this 
project, would you have funded it?" For 29 peiccnt of the projects, the response 
was "No." For a total of 71 percent, the answer was "Yes (48 percent), Yes, 
with some change" (7.2 percent), or the reviewers themselves were in disagreement 
(17 percent). Similarly, a review of unsolicited concept papers rejected by the 
Institute showed that NAS reviewers would have funded only 5.8 percent and 
rejected 72.3 percent for the same reasons as the Institute. Thus, even with the 
benefit of hindsight on the part of the Academy's reviewers, there seems to be 
substantial agreement among the NAS and the Institute as regards which projects 
were worth funding and which should have been rejected and were. 

Without comparative data, and given this apparent agreement, it is difficult to 
understand how the conclusion that most Institute research is "mediocre" was 
reached. The Academy claims in its summation that the low quality is due to the 
Institute's failure to attract proposals from the "right" people. However, no 
evidence is provided to substantiate this claim. 

A review of Institute grantees, the individuals who participate in the Institute's 
team monitoring and plan and project review efforts, and a glance at the back- 
grounds of those persons who have chosen to become members of the Institute's 
Advisory Committee would dispel such a notion. The Institute believes they 
represent a cross-section of noted and capable criminal justice researchers and 
practitioners and that their willingness to participate in the program demonstrates 
the Institute is not alienated from the research community, as the NAS report 
would have one suppose. 
Ueefulness 

The Academy's criterion of utility is neither defined nor applied consistently to 
Institute activities and programs. I'he conclusions drawn are judgemental rather 
than data-based or analytical; contradictory with regarft to the Institute's role 
vis-a-vis LEAA State Planning Agencies (SPAs); and rely too heavily on examples 
of the most politicized of past Institute efforts—the Impact Cities and Technology 
programs. 

The first measure of utility is related to the extent to which the Institute has 
met its responsibilities under the Safe Streets Act. NAS states that the Institute 
"is supposed to serve the programming needs of State Planning Agencies and, 
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perhaps less directly, the operations development needs of practitioners." Serving 
the programming needs of LEAA State Planning Agencies is only an indirect 
function of the Institute. According to the Act and its Amendments, the purpose 
of the Institute is to encourage research and development to improve and 
strengthen law enforcement and criminal justice; to disseminate the results of 
such efforts to state and local governments; and to assist in the development and 
support of programs for the training of law enforcement and criminal justice 
personnel. The Institute also has responsibilities in the areas of evaluation, 
graduate student research suppwjrt, and also in special areas mandated by Con- 
gress such as the national manpower and correctional facilities surveys, and drugs 
and crime. 

While NAS does suggest that unrealistic expectations in the legislation may Ije 
the cause of the Institute's lack of visibility at the state and local level, it fails to 
suggest specifics and does not address this question in a systematic fashion. 

Given the Institute's limited staff and resources, and the myriad more imme- 
diate problems of State Planning Agencies, the Institute could not be expected to 
have a direct and visible impact on state and local programming needs. In 1975, 
at its highest appropriation level, Institute funds still were only .04 percent of the 
LEAA total. 'The Institute believes that, within the constraints of its resources 
and mandates, it has met and is continuing to improve its service responsibilities 
as specified in the Act. 

It also feels that the Academy's conclusions with regard to utility, at least in 
this instance, are judgemental and not particularly insightful. Certainly Appendix 
F of the report, "A View of the Institute from the States," should have been 
drawn and expanded upon in the analysis. While noting that visibility is low, the 
appendix does .suggest some of the more complex reasons why this is so. Among 
them are the normal differences in Federal-state perceptions of each other, the 
high turnover rate in SPAs, and particularistic needs vs. the more generalizable 
requirements of research. The fact, that SPA staffs themselves do not have any 
clear and consistent ideas aljout what the Institute might do to be more useful, 
suggests a more complex situation than the NAS report describes. 

The question NAS should have raised was: To what extent could the Institute 
be expected to visibly impact SPAs and local operating agencies given (1) its 
seven-year history and the state of relialile knowledge in law enforcement and 
criminal justice; (2) the nature of the block grant program which locates almost 
total discretion for programming LEAA funds at the state and local level; and (3) 
the ratio of research and development dollars to the rest of LEAA, as compared to 
research and development intensity in other areas. 

The Academy chose several programs to evaluate from the perspective of utility: 
Impact Cities, Evaluation, Technology Transfer, and AdvancecJ Technology. 

Impact cities.—The NAS report comments on the Institute's role and participa- 
tion in the Impact Program both in the main body of the text and in Appendix 
C4. The conclusion drawn by the Academy is that the Institute's participation 
was "a wholly inappropriate use of resources." Unfortunately, little documenta- 
tion is provided to support this conclusion. 

The National Institute from its inception and its enabling legislation was 
clearly madnatcd a variety of tasks, only some of which related to responsibility 
for supporting the type of pure research apparently acceptable to NAS. Indeed, 
the role the Institute played in Impact seems clearly to be in line with the wishes 
of Congress as expressed in Section 402(b), paragraphs 1, 2 and 4 of the Safe Streets 
Act of 1968 and the Crime Control Act of 1973. For example, 402(b), 1 authorizes 
the Institute to: 

"Make grants to, or enter into contracts with, public agencies ... to con- 
duct . . . demonstrations or special projects pertaining to the purposes described 
in this title, including the development of new or improved approaches, tech- 
niques, systems, equipment, and devices to improve and strengthen law enforce- 
ment and criminal justice." 

The original Institute grants to each of the eight Impact Cities were to support 
and establish a Crime Analysis Team to act as the Institute's agents in performing 
precisely the activities outlined in this paragraph. How can such a clear relation- 
ship to the legislative mandate be considered a "wholly inappropriate use of 
resources.'" One can only conclude that the NAS staff failed to relate their studv 
to the intended purposes for which the Institute was created by Congress and, 
instead, had a preconceived view of what the Federal research role in criminal 
justice should be. 

The remaining Institute funds that went to the Impact Program supported 
the various levels of evaluation which the NAS describes briefly in Appendix 
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C4. While the Academy emphasizes that "evaluative research is an appropriate 
use of Institute resources . . .," it concludes that the Impact evaluation efforts 
did not constitute acceptable evaluative research, again a rather judgemental 
conclusion. 

The Impact Cities program did have a number of shortcomings, however, it is 
necessary to put the program in a more historical perspective. In 1972, little if any 
evaluation of LEAA-funded projects had been done. The Institute was to be 
identified as responsible for this activity when the 1973 legislation was passed. In 
anticipation of this, LEAA and the Institute began to be more assertive in encour- 
aging the states to plan and implement evaluations of at least some of their pro- 
grams. In this atmosphere, it was fairly natural that the Institute would be 
called upon to take a lead role in the various evaluaion efforts of Impact. In light 
of the fact that there was no body of criminal justice evaluative research available 
on which to draw, the Impact efforts in this area should be viewed as ground- 
breaking to some extent, and, as such, it is not surprising that they lacked the 
sophistication that might have been more impressive to the Academy. It is 
interesting to note that NAS cites the National Evaluation Program as "a socially 
useful program appropriate to the mission of a criminal justice research institute. 

In fact, the NEP in many respects owes a great deal to the experience and knowl- 
edge gained from some of the evaluation efforts (and failures) supported by the 
Institue in Impact. 

The largest single Institute e.\penditure in Impact was for the Mitre National 
Level Evaluation. The report collected and organized for future use by criminal 
justice researchers and practitioners the many lessons to be learned from an 
effort like Impact. The Academy draws the conclusion that this work also was "a 
corruption of the purposes of research and development." However, it is unlikely 
that NAS would have been able to use the Impact Program as a Case Study at 
all had the Mitre Evaluation not been available, since Appendix C4 is based 
completely on the Mitre Final Report. The Mitre work has been seen by others 
as an important, policy-relevant type of evaluation and documentation of a major 
government program. 

Finally, the NAS report gives the impression that in excess of $16 million was 
spent by the Institute on this program. Appendix E., figure 5 in the report shows 
that while that much was allocated, only $12 million was actually obligated. Both 
figures are high because allocations and obligations are used instead of expenditures 
and because unexpended funds from one year may have been reallocated and re- 
obligated the following year. The actual amount expended by the Institute on the 
Impact Cities Program was approximately $9 million. 
Evaluation 

The Institute has few comments to make with regard to the NAS assessment of 
evaluation programs. The analysis is an e.ssentially valid and positive one. 

One slight point of difference has to do with the implication in the report that 
the role of the Office of Evaluation (OE) in 1974 was confined to capacity building 
and, specifically, to administering the Model Evaluation Program (MEP). 

The 1974 report of the LEAA Evaluation Policy Task Force gave the Institute 
responsibility for the same functions it is performing today. These were evaluation 
of Office of Technology Transfer replications, evaluation of national LEAA pro- 
grams, the development of innovative evaluation systems, the development of 
advanced tools and methodologies, and model evaluations of LEAA discretionary 
programs. The Institute's role in evaluation has in no way been confined to capa- 
city building and has included evaluation research and methodology development 
from the start. 

With regard to the Model Evaluation Program, the Academy argues that en- 
couraging the development of program evaluation at the state and regional levels is 
an inappropriate function for a research institute. While this might be true for an 
independent research institute, the National Institute is not so isolated, and it has 
been given increasing responsbility by the Congress since 1973 for evaluating the 
LEAA program. The NAS exaggerates somewhat the purpose and outcome of the 
Model Evaluation Program experiment. 

The Model Evaluation Program was originally conceptualized as an approach 
to the development of innovative evaluation systems and secondarily as a capacity 
building effort. There was no national model evaluation design. Proposals were to 
submit a locally-generated strategy to introduce evaluation into criminal justice 
planning agencies. Thus, the Model Evaluation Program involved neither national 
leadership nor evaluation design ns suggested by the NAS report. Furthermore, 
calling the Model Evaluation Program experiment a costly failure a full year before 
the evaluation of the experiment is completed is premature. 
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Technology trangfer 
The Academy concludes that the Institute has not developed data to measure its 

own utility and suggests there is a "lack of interest" in such data. The reference is 
made specifically with respect to the Institute's Office of Technology Transfer and 
is erroneous. 

NAS also concludes that the Institute's technology transfer and dissemination 
efforts: (1) do not use research findings in program development; (2) relay on very 
traditional forms of dissemination with an emphasis on printed materials which 
NAS suggests go unread; (3) lack impact or assessment data on programs or have 
only recently started collecting it; (4) involve aggressive marketing activities which 
NAS considers inappropriate for a research institute. 

While early technology transfer efforts focused almost exclusively and of neces- 
sity on the transfer of successful operating practice—because as the NAS Report 
points out, research findings were not yet available—this is no longer the case. 
Increasingly, as major studies or series of studies are completed, they become the 
focus of intensive technology transfer efforts. 

Field tests on Managing Criminal Investigations and Juror Usage and 
Management—developed through Institute research—are currently being con- 
ducted in 23 jurisdictions across the country, and training workshops on these 
topics are being sponsored in every LEAA Region. The Institute's first demon- 
stration and training topic, Police Training for Family Crisis Intervention, also 
was based on Institute research, and this fall two workshop series. Developing 
Sentencing Guidelines and Managing Police Patrol will bring the results of 
Institute studies in the courts and police area to over 1,000 senior officials. In 
addition, a new program of special national conferences focuses another techinque 
on the dissemination of information on such major research issues as indigent 
defense and the determinate sentence. 

In both the body of the Report and in Appendix C3, NAS describes the In- 
stitute as using only "traditional" dissemination techniques—printed materials, 
demonstration program.s and training conferences—with a heavy reliance on the 
printed document. It then cites studies by Robert Yin and Rand to question both 
the usefulness of printed materials in communicating research results to practi- 
tioners and the success of demonstration programs as transfer mechanisms. 

Yin's monograph cites a 1974 Urban Institute evaluation of the Prescriptive 
Package program which reported that the majority of persons interviewed either 
had not received or had not read the Prescriptive Packages studies. If the reference 
highlights why the NAS Report is concerned about the readership of OTT printed 
materials, it also highlights the limitations of depending on secondary sources. 
The Urban Institute's figures on the completion rate for interviews indicate that 
37 percent of the total sample had read all or part of the Prescriptive Package in 
question and were sufficiently familiar with it to discuss and a.ssess its utility. 
Informed observers say that in dissemination evaluations of this type, a readership 
rate of 20 percent is considered a positive finding and that rates between 30 and 40 
Ijcrcent are highly significant. 

Of greatest significance is the assessment of the respondents who were familiar 
with the Prescriptive Package. Here, 92 percent of tne utilization sample rated 
the Methadone Treatment Manual above average to excellent, while 77 percent 
of the target audience for Police Crime Analysis rated that document above 
average to excellent. These findings from an independent evaluation speak directly 
to NAS concerns about the quality of Institute documents, but were overlooked 
because of NAS reliance on a secondary source. 

As for the general issue of interest in, and use of, printed documents by criminal 
justice practitioners, the Institute would point out that despite NAS reservations, 
there appears to Ije considerable interest in this form of dissemination: The Na- 
tional Criminal Justice Reference Service processed 28,743 document requests in 
fiscal year 1976, distributing over 727,800 documents; it responds to over 1,000 
specialized information inquiries each month and its list of registered users ex- 
pands by approximately 12,000 each year. 

The NAS Report states repeatedly that the Institute's Office of Technology 
Transfer has "only recently begun" to include evaluation forms in training mate- 
rials or to make impact analyses on their disseminated documents. The Institute 
disagrees. The development of assessment data, and where possible impact in- 
formation, has been part of every technology transfer program since its inception 
A summary sheet of assessment data from the various technology transfer pro- 
grams is attached. 

The NAS Report is most critical of what it considers aggressive Institute 
strategies which it deems inappropriate within a research institution. These it 



defines as marketing, packaging, technical assistance and capacity building and 
labels them "inappropriate," "totally inappropriate," and "unseemly." 

The Institute would make three pointt^. First, the difference between NAS and 
Institute perceptions of "appropriate" strategics is in part exemplified by the 
fact that the NAS Report speaks only of research dissemination and never men- 
tions research utilization. A careful review of the NAS Report reveals only two 
dissemination techniques which NAS actively endorses: the useful formating of 
research findings and panels and conferences to make ongoing research known to 
researchers and practitioners. While this limit-ed approach may be fully effective 
for communication l>etween researchers, the Institute questions it-s effectiveness 
for the criminal justice planner or practitioner who needs not only to know what 
the finding is, but also how to use it. 

Second, if marketing strategies are effective within the business sector in reach- 
ing a potential user and introducing him to a new idea, technique or product, the 
Institute sees no reason for not investigating their adaptation to public sector or 
research utilization needs. 

Thirfl, an active, or aggressive, strategy in research utilization does not auto- 
matically imply distortion of research. The Institute sees no problems in actively 
seeking opportunities to present and explain research findings without in any way 
overstating the research results. 
Advanced technology 

As NAS notes, the Institute's technology program has been controversial. 
Since 1974 efforts have been underway to create a more lialanced program than 
in the past and to align standard setting and development activities more visibly 
in conformity with user needs. It is no secret that in the past Congressional and 
LEAA Administrators' interest often dictated the size ancf scope of efforts in this 
area—often over Institute objections. 

The Institute generally agrees with the NAS conclusions. After a year of study 
and construction of several alternative proposals, the Institute has concluded that 
in the future the technology effort will be redirected toward the identification of 
user needs and an asses'iment of manufacturer ability or willingness to meet such 
needs. The program will be funded at a much more modest level than in the past 
with development efforts confined to priorit}' gaps which may exist between user 
need and manufacturer response. 

Although there will be a declining emphasis on technology in the Institute, this 
does not suggest that there has been little progress in developing valuable equip- 
ment for criminal ju.stice. On the contrary, some significant contributions have ijeen 
made. A primary example is the life-saving body armor for police. Less dramati': 
but also valuable is a test that detects the presence of gunshot residue on a per- 
son's hands. Similarly, research is progressing on more effective techniques for 
linking physiological clues—such as blood, hair, and semen—to a specific person. 
By such research and by developing certification, testing, and other support pro- 
grams to a-ssist the nations crime laboratories, the Institute hopes to increase the 
confidence that judges and juries can place in evidence analysis: 
Knowledge-building in the inslilule research program 

NAS concludes that there is little evidence that the Institute has been com- 
mitted to a cumulative research program and states that it would be better able to 
do so if its research agenda was ba.sed on program areas .such as data center, 
deterrence, rehabilitation, analyzing the consequences of change, socialization 
to crime, and focusing the criminal law. Implicit in this criticism is the need for a 
stable, long-range .set of priorities (or "program areas") which would guide research. 

Certainly, changing LEAA personnel and .shifts in LKAA program emphases 
detailed elsewhere in the N.\S report have constrained somewhat the Institute's 
ability to undertake long-range planning. However, another factor mitigating 
against the development of such an agenda—one that NAS does not deal with—is 
the evolution of the state of criminal justice knowledge over the la.st 10 years and 
the shifts in perceptions about the crime problem. 

As the President's Commission on Law Enforcement and Administration of 
Justice noted in 1967, the revolution of scientific discovery in America during 
this century has largely bypa.ssed the problems of crime and crime control. The 
Commission was emphatic that greater resources were needed to support research. 
The Commission also noted the dearth of skilled and interested researchers in this 
field in 1967 and recognized that its recommendations could not be fulfilled 
over night. 

When it was created in fiscal 1969 with a budget of $3 million, the Institute 
was challenged by the Congress to correct this situation and perform additional 
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functions ancillary to the LEAA block and discretionary grant programs, as well. 
Proposals for structuring a research agenda were either non-existent, too compre- 
hensive for the Institute's meager resources, or were patterned on the massive 
social experiments of the 1960's, which have since been found to be lacking. 

The more immediate problems which then beset society could have suggested 
agendas for research but today their relevance would be questionable. Urban and 
student disorders and drug abuse dominated public concerns at the time. Now 
they are secondary to the public's fear of violent crime and the criminal justice 
system's concern with its inability to detect and prosecute criminals, to house 
them humanely, and to have any efifect at all on subsequent behavior of con- 
victed offenders. 

In short, at the time of the Institute's inception there were no sure guides for 
a research agenda nor were any priorities suggested. The Crime Commission itself 
noted at the time that "there is virtually no subject connected with crime or 
criminal justice into which further research is unnecessary," and "we do not even 
know all the questions that need to be asked." 

The Academy notes that the quality it calls cumulativeness must have, as 
necessary conditions, "the goals of a common focus and of integration—or bringing 
evidence to bear on centralized concepts." The Institute agrees with this defini- 
tion, but suggests that it assumes a common understanding of which issues need 
to be addressed. Such an understanding was non-existent in 1969. Nor was there 
a criminal justice research community to articulate the possible options. 

Now aJmost eight years later, the Institute believes that it has made tremendous 
progress in both encouraging and expanding the community of scholars and re- 
searchers interested in crime and criminal justice. It believes that, over the past 
two or three years, a knowledge base has emerged making it possible to establish 
focused and integrated goals. 

NAS notes exceptions to their general perception of lack of cumulativeness, 
noting specifically the National Evaluation Program's phased approach to knowl- 
edge building and the long-term nature of the Research Agreements Program. 
The Institute sees these examples not as "exceptions," but as the natural evolu- 
tion of research in an uncharted field. 

Undoubtedly a strong degree of cumulativeness in program planning and project 
design would reduce the opportunities for shifts in research strategy and goals 
with changes in leadership. But such a tradition takes time to develop; it presup- 
poses that objectives can be charted in the first instance; and it presupposes 
knowledge and experience to support the choice of those objectives. 

Both LEAA and the Institute were forced to experiment and feel their way 
along in a new field, confronted by a system of law enforcement and justice which 
was only entering the 20th century. This condition was as much responsible if not 
more so—^for the Institute's marbled past than those suggested by NAS. 
Administration of the research program 

In the area of administration, the Institute believes NAS has offered its most 
constructive criticism. Improving administrative procedures has been an Institute 
concern for some time. It has been experimenting with a number of different 
approaches to planning, solicitation, and monitoring procedures over the last 
several years. 

Research strategies.—NAS's characterization of the planning process as mana^ 
gerial rather than substantive fails to take into account the role of professional 
program staff in determining the Institute's research agenda. Planning in the 
Institute has always involved a great deal more than a "canvass" of each research 
desk's program needs. The Institute requires that research desks generate proposed 
program plans for the coming year; that they convene a panel of outside experts 
(approved by the Director) to review and comment on plans and to suggest 
alternatives; and that surveys be conducted of Regional Office, State Planning 
Agency, academic and practitioner representatives. Program plans are then 
successively reviewed at both the office and Institute Director levels and proceed 
through several iterations to avoid duplication and to foster coordination. Through 
the Management by Objectives mechanism, these plans are then reviewed hori- 
zontally and vertically within the LEAA structure. 

The Institute continues to explore better methods for structuring its planning 
and is developing a process for long-range planning which will hopefully allow the 
Institute to break out of the constraints imposed by the current annual planning 
and funding cycle. We feel this is the only way the substantively integrated re- 
search objectives called for by the Academy can be developed. 



Several steps in this direction were taken by the Institute prior to publication 
of the NAS recominendations. In fiscal 1975, a contract was awarded to NAS to 
recommend a long-term research agenda in the area of deterrence. A similar award 
was made recently in the area of rehabilitation. Also, at its fall 1976 meeting, the 
Institute's Advisory Committee expressed a clear preference for dealing with 
long-range issues. This gave impetus to the development of procedures to further 
address these recommendations. In January, Institute staff were asked to recom- 
mend long-range research issues appropriate for the Institute as a whole and for 
their specific program areas. These were submitted to the Advisory Committee 
at its meeting in March 1977 a.s a stimulus for discussion of future research needs 
in criminal justice. A set of long-range priorities is now being defined which the 
Institute plans to include in its annual program plan to be published in October 
of this year. NILECJ also is formalizing its solicitation of external input into its 
long-range plan by structuring a survey on long and short-term issues to be 
disseminated to approximately .500 representatives of the practitioner and per- 
former communities, and professional organizations and associations. This process 
will culminate in publication of a long-term agenda with corresponding statements 
of goals and objectives. 

With regard to its solicitation strategies, the Institute agrees that it needs to 
improve the advertising of its program and to expand awareness to a broader 
research community. 

The trend in federally supported research and development is toward larger 
and more immediate problem-solving projects, with a subsequent decline in the 
academic share of available resources. Through more structured participation by 
the academic community in planning, and as members of the Advisory Committee 
and outside review panels, the Institute hopes to insure that academic researchers 
can compete for funds on an equitable basis. Beyond this, the Institute has estab- 
lished a program to support academic research through a small continuing grant 
program geared toward awards of $.50,000 to $200,000. Because staff is limited 
and the same amount of effort is required to process a $300,000 award as a $12,000 
one, the Institute may paradoxically overlook the potential benefit of the smaller 
request—which may be very useful in academic research. 

The Institute also intends to develop and issue its annual program plan based 
upon results of the more general research progiam development process which 
occurs in the spring of each fiscal year. In this way, a general statement of program 
emphases will be issued before the funding year liegins. As part of this proposal, 
the Institute also is considering restructuring its funding c\-cle, which currently 
staggers award of individual grants and contracts throughout the fiscal year, to 
pennit development and issuance of quarterly program announcements, which 
would spell out in greater detail programs and projects and hopefully stimulate 
greater competition. Relatedly, we are in the process of developing a profile of the 
criminal justice research commimity which will lie maintained by the National 
Criminal Justice Reference Service and used for futvire program planning surveys, 
dissemination of research results, and as a vehicle for announcing new programs. 
These mechanisms, coupled with an expanded program on conferences on research 
and development results, should improve greatly our communication with the 
performer community. 

NAS voiced concern about project selection and monitoring. Some historical 
comment is necessary. Prior to 1973, there was no system for routinely soliciting 
outside advice on program plans and individual projects, nor for stimulating the 
research community to participate in the Institute's programs. NAS in its treat- 
ment of the so-called "Caplan Period" virtually acknowledges this fact. 

The technical assistance contract referred to by NAS was inaugurated in 1974 
as a vehicle to enable the Institute to utilize outside experts esvsily and regularly 
in the review of plans, projects and final reports. It also was seen as a way of 
bring interdi.sciplinary skills to bear on particular problems facing the Institute 
and its grantees or contr.actors, and as a way of as,suring that both researcher 
and practitioner interests were considered in the conduct of particular projects 
and in the publication of reports. The contract is not usefl simply to provide "a 
mail review" of proposals, but to supplement staff views with those of outride 
experts across the entire range of Institute activities. 

Involvement of outside experts is clearly established in Institute policies. Exter- 
nal expert opinion is solicited during the program planning, project selection, 
and final report review stages. Advisory boards are created for some projects for 
the sole purpose of providing expert opinion to grantees oi' contractors and to 
a.ssure that researchers and practitioner interests are represented. They are created 
precisely for the purpose of responding to the need that NAS identifies—the need 
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for "bftlancerl advice from both practitioner and research communities (which) 
is essential to a well-planned and methodologically sound program." The Institut« 
is not aware of any instance where panels or advisory l)oard.s were created or 
relied upon to "salvage" projects that were badly designed to begin with. 

In the Institute's view, the N.\S conclusions regarding current procedures are 
an overstatement and are unsupported by examples or other data. While not per- 
fect, the Institute believes current procedures represent a vast improvement over 
what existed a short four years ago. 

NA8 found monitors to be preoccupied with budgetary and administrative 
detail, evidencing lack of .substantive concern until the latter stages of projects. 
They also found little evidence that tight monitoring provided increased feedback 
for future funding decisions. The Academy recommends that more emphasis be 
put on the initial review and selection process and that, once funded, researchers 
be given greater flexibility. NAS does credit the Institute with taking steps to 
increase the use of outsiders both in proposals review and in minotoring. 

The Institute's response to these recommendations is mixed. Given staff limi- 
tations and the different types of projects funded, there is no doubt that monitoring 
requirements need to be more .systematically structured. Some of the more fumla- 
mental or exploratory re.search projects probably require less monitoring and more 
emphasis on competitive proposal selection. 

However, the Institute's responsibilitie.s are varied. The more mission and 
goal-oriented projects in response to agency initiatives or specific practical 
user problems are not as conducive to grantee' flexibility as NAS would perhaps 
like. Greater Institute control is warranted in these situations. 

The NAS observation that little in the files seemed to provide information 
useful for future decision-making is a troublesome one, though it may be a func- 
tion of the sample of projects selected. Institute project monitors are required 
to provide substantive summaries of team monitoring and site visits anfl to 
transmit these to the grantee or contractor. Final project evaluation forms also 
assess the researcher's performance and provide recommendations regarding future 
research. 

In the summer of 1976, a Research Utilization Task Force was established 
with the task of recommending methods to better communicate, disseminate, 
and utilize the results of Institute research. The recommendations of the Com- 
mittee resulted in procedures now in place which require the convening of a research 
utilization committee following the submission of each research report. Each 
committee is interdisciplinary and involves, when appropriate, representatives 
from other LEAA offices. The committee is responsible for making recommenda- 
tions to the Director regarding the implications of a research report for future 
research planning and action and/or LEAA program development. The com- 
mittee also is charged with responsibility for recommending appropriate dissemina- 
tion strategies including publication, special conferences, etc. Procedures also 
have been developed requiring each grantee or contractor to submit with the 
final report an executive summary detailing major findings and recommendations 
for future research. These procedures should enhance communication of research 
results both within the Institute and LEAA and to performer and practitioner 
communities. 

One final item in this section concerns the NAS observation that "there is 
something fundamentally wrong about the image of social research in an un- 
charted area planned and executed by a staff that lays only limited claims to 
research capacity or expertise—indeefl, that claims, if anything, skill in manage- 
ment rather than research." Apparently this conclusion was based on Appendix 
D4 of the report which summarizes responses to a questionnaire dLstriliuted to 
Institute staff by NAS in the course of its study, and which indicates that only 
53 percent of Institute staff have had 3 or more courses in some methodological 
area (specified in the questionnaire as "statistics, design, or sampling"). 

Unfortunately, the NAS sample consisted of only 80 percent of Institute staff 
with the research office particularly underrepre.sented. NAS also chose to ignore 
that the Institute has been mandated to perform support functions in the areas of 
training, reference and dissemination, and workshops which may not require 
staff with methodological backgrounds. When the House Committee staff requested 
similar information with a 100 percent response, the following picture emerged: 

SUMMARY ANALTBIS 
/. GS grade level 

The GS grade level of NILECJ professional staff average 12.8; 39 percent of 
total staff have GS rating 14/15 and above. 
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2. Educatwn 
76 percent have postgraduate degrees; 23 percent have PH.D's or LL.B's; 

15 percent have ABD's (Ph.D coursework completed); 93 percent of ORP have 
postgraduate degrees; 90 percent of OE have postgraduate degrees; 44 percent of 
OTThave postgraduate degrees. 

Undergraduate Major: 18 percent majored in Hard Sciences; 72 percent 
majored in Behavioral Sciences. 

Graduate Major: 12 percent majored in Hard Sciences; 52 percent majored in 
Behavioral Sciences including 8 percent in Criminology/Criminal Justice. 

Courses in Research Design and Methodology: 83 percent have had 2 or more 
courses; 30 percent have had 2 to 5 courses; 22 percent have had 6 to 9 courses; 
31 percent have had 10 or more courses; 4 percent have had no courses. 93 percent 
of ORP have had 2 or more courses; 53 percent of ORP have had 6 or more. 80 
percent of OE have had 2 or more courses; 70 percent of OE have had 6 or more. 
67 percent of OTT have had 2 or more courses; 39 percent of OTT have had 6 or 
more. 

Courses in Criminal Justice: 52 percent have had 2 or more courses; 38 percent 
have had no courses; 69 percent of ORP have had 2 or more courses; 20 percent of 
OE have had 2 or more courses; 45 percent of OTT have had 2 or more courses. 

The Office of Research Programs and Office of Evaluation are the primary re- 
search offices in the Institute, while the Office of Technology Transfer has re- 
sponsibility for training, reference and dissemination, and other support functions. 
When viewed in this manner, the Institute feels that the figures portray a well- 
qualified staff for the tasks Congress has given it to perform. 
Conclusions and recommendations 

The foregoing responds to the NAS analysis and criticisms according to the 
criteria the Academy developed for it-s study. In some cases the conclusions and 
recommendations follow from the Academy's analysis. In others, however, they 
do not. 

The Academy proposes a model for structuring a research agenda, and for 
restructuring the Institute around the six program areas of data center; deterrence; 
rehabilitation; analyzing the consequence of change in the criminal justice system; 
socialization to crime; and focusing the criminal law. While the Institute appre- 
ciates the Academy's suggestion, we feel it represents simply another view on 
how to allocate resources based on perfunctory discussion, albeit by an eminent 
panel. However, the suggested topics do not emerge from the systematic knowl- 
edge-building and analytic efforts that NAS recommends the Institute should 
undertake elsewhere in the report. At this stage in its development the Institute 
believes it is possible to be much more specific than the NAS was about what 
needs to be done. Also, these categories are difficult to reconcile with the over- 
arching goal of crime control that is strongly recommended by NAS, and with 
other more specific areas of research recommended by NAS elsewhere in the 
report—police-community relations, women offenders, economic insecurity, and 
official corruption. 

However, the Institute is considering these categories and topic areas in the 
development of the long-range planning process described above. 

The NAS makes 19 recommendations regarding the Institute. These are orga- 
nized into three categories: (1)  Research and Development program (quality), 

(2) Administration (structural administrative devices, research priorities) and 
(3) Operating Conditions. The following comments on each of these specifically. 

I.   RESEARCH   AND   DEVELOPMENT  PROORAM 

The Institute has little comment on the discussion preceding the recommenda- 
tions beyond what has already been noted in this response. However, the Institute 
does not understand the Academy's "concern" with the "conspicuous absence of 
research on emerging phenomena" such as "women offenders," "economic inse- 
curity and its relation to crime," and "official corruption." The Institute in fiscal 
year 1974 funded the first national study of cxi.sting conditions and programs for 
women offenders in jails, prison, and the community and developed a demographic 
profile of incarcerated women. The study provides the only national baaeline data 
for the continued study of this subgroup. Programs in white collar crime and 
official corruption were included in the Institute's fiscal year 1975 program plan 
and were actually developed as far back as January of 1974. The Yale Research 
Agreement Program (RAP) was funded in fiscal year 1975 and deals specifically 
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with aspects of white collar crime including studies on scandal and corruption 
and the regulation of white collar crimes at the federal level. This year, a RAP 
with the Vera Foundation on unemployment and crime has been funded. This 
oversight by the Committee is surprising and troubling. 

One could also argue that it has been precisely the Institute's concern with 
"emerging phenomena" that has prohibited it from developing a stable .set of 
priorities more responsive to the long-term basic research needs in criminal justice 
system operations and to the factors a.«sociated with .social deviance. To student 
disorders, urban riots, drug abuse, methadone maintenance, and victimless crimes, 
can now be added female offenders and a post-watergate concern with official 
corruption as the latest of the "merging" concerns 

While a portion of the Institute's resources should be—and have been—reserved 
for the study of "emerging phenomena" or unique opportunities such as evaluation 
of new laws and practices, more stable objectives to guide long-term research is of 
higher priority for the institute at this stage of its development. 

RECOMMENDATIONS 

Following are the .specific recommendations of the Academy together with 
Institute responses. 

/. The Institute should develop more programs thai are cumulative in nature. 
Response.—The Institute agrees that more programs should be developed that 

are cumulative in nature. It believes that the Research Agreements Program, the 
National Evaluation Program and exploratory studies of deterrence and rehabilita- 
tion are evidence that the Institute has, in fact, been moving in this direction for 
several years 

5. The Institute should use a long-range set of priorities, like those discussed in 
V-IIB, to gvide individual project choices, and should not require suggestions of 
immediate payoff. 

Response.—The Institute agrees that a long-range .set of objectives is needed to 
guide research and efforts toward that end are well under way. It feels the .sugges- 
tions of the Academy are worth consideration along with a number of others. 
However, NAS has not Offered a set of priorities a.s much as it has suggested 
program areas useful for classifying research. The Institute believes that its pro- 
gram must not only be balanced among basic and applied research, and grants and 
contracts, but also among research and development activities with both long-term 
and more immediate payoffs. The Institute feels it can structure a research 
agenda respoasive to the more immediate concerns of LEA.\ program development 
and to the need for more fundamental research on crime and the criminal justice 
system. 

3. The Institute should use devices for making funding choices that would force it to 
lake deliberate and systematic stock of what related research has already been under- 
taken, to tighten research designs and to determine appropriate grantees and con- 
tractors. 

Response.—The Institute agrees that a small-grant mechanism is needed to 
explore potential problems before committing itself to larger scale projects. One 
variant of this approach has been larger awards such !is those to the NAS to 
assess current methodologies and conclusions in the areas of rehabilitation and 
deterrence and to recommend productive lines for further inquiry. Use of $.5,000 
to $10,000 grants will be facilitated by identification of a more stable set of 
objectives and priorities now being developed. 

6. Closer relationships should he maintained with other federal agencies and other 
research institutions in similar pursuits. 

Response.—The Institute also agrees that closer relationships need to be 
maintained with other federal agencies and research institutions in similar pur- 
suits. This is not to say that such relationships were ignored in the past, but only 
to stress the need for continued efforts at communication and coordination. The 
Institute has worked extensively and productivity with NSF, HUD, DOL, 
NIMH, and other agencies in the pa.st. Currently, joint studies with NIDA, in the 
area of drugs and crime, are being conducted. Preliminary discussions also are 
being held with l)oth NIMH and NSF about the possibility of a joint program in 
behavioral research. While the Institute will continue existing efforts, it also is 
hoping to expand and develop new approaches in this area. Conferences in selected 
areas of research are one method being tried, and a proposal for a symposium on 
criminal justice research, to include academic and non-academic researchers, is 
being considered. 
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c. A consideration of the appropriate audience should be one of the primary criteria 
for project selection and design. 

Response.—The Institute agrees thnt research projects shoulrl be undertaken 
with l)oth the use and limits of end products in mind. This continuing concern 
led the Institute to inaugurate the Prescriptive Package program in 1972, Under 
current procedures, every proposal recommended to the Institute Director and 
the Administrator for approval requires that the government project monitor 
describe in detail the anticipated utility and the appropriate audience in writing 
prior to award of a project. 

4. All NILECJ grantees and contractors should make their data available for 
secondary analysis, replication, and verification upon completion of the project. 

Response.—The Institute agrees that the widest pos.sible sharing of data should 
be encouraged to provide for secondary analysis and replication. The data center 
project noted by the Academy was inaugurated by the Institute and is now admin- 
istered by the National Criminal Justice Statistics and Information Service 
(NCJISS). The project is designed to contribute to this end. 

5. The Institute should use announcements of areas of interest as the primary means 
of generating concept papers and proposals, rather than relying heavily on solicitations 
with precise specifications of research design. 
- Response.—With its present mandate, the Institute must continue to respond 
to basic long-term research needs, the more immediate operational problems 
confronting practitioners and to the program development needs of LE.\.4. 
While the Institute needs to more effectively communicate the differences between 
these activities to its constituents, it believes the demands of these types of re- 
search are different. Depending upon the type of research and development enter- 
prise, the management functions (including planning, solicitation, award, and 
monitoring) are likely to vary. 

The more basic long-term research and development probably is more suscept- 
ible to broader program announcements, open solicitation, multiple awards, and 
relaxed monitoring. However, the more problem-oriented research and develop- 
ment must continue to rely on solicitations with more precise specifications of 
research design and output. In general, however, the Institute agrees that its 
program announcement and dis.semination practices need to be more structured. 
It feels it has been moving in that direction for the past .several years. 

6. The presumption should be in favor of granting rather than contracting as the 
Institute's method for obtaining research. Within the chosen set of priorities and 
specific research interests, contracting should be limited to those projects with precise 
and known deliverables that would ideally be performed by contract and research 
organizations. 

Response.—The Acting LEAA Administrator ha.s rescinded the previous policy 
regarding grants vs. contracts. LKAA agrees that the nature of the priorities and 
the projects themselves should determine the appropriate funding mechanism. 
While grants are particularly suitable for many kinds of research studies, large- 
scale contracts with major firms may be the most appropriate vehicle for other 
types of programs. By keeping the process open and competitive, we believe it 
is possible to secure the be.«t available talent to perform the task required. 

7. The Institute should use a variety of mechanisms to establish more positive 
relationships with a broadly defined research community and to enrich the dialogue 
between staff and quality researchers. 

a. The Institute should raise its visibility in various potential grantee communities. 
b. The Institute should make use of extended leave and exchange programs, to put 

researchers in grant development and administration work for select areas, and grant 
administrators who have been trained in research into academic settings to engage in 
research. 

c. The Institute should clearly articulate its priority setting and funding procedures 
to the research community. 

Response.—The In-«titute agrees that it needs to expand its relationships with 
the research community. To the extent thit limited Federal travel funds permit, 
the Institute will continue to encourage its staff to attend profe.ssional meetings 
and conferences dealing with research. The Institute currently is developing 
guidelines for a small in-house research program which would permit staff to 
spend up to 10 percent of their time on individual research projects*. This will 
enhance staff capability and inerea.se their stature as researchers. 

The Institute also agrees that its program plan should be published early and 
wi<lely distributed. Procedures being developed to streamline the announcement 
and solicitation processes were discussed earlier in this report. 
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8. The Institute's budget should not be increased in the near future. The Institute 
should change its emphasis to smaller proposals within the program areas recommended 
in 11B or of a pilot nature, and to the major data efforts recommended in IIB: it 
should reassess its position with respects to the knowledge it mil have developed in 
three to five years hence. 

Response.—Unless there is a significant increase in professional stafT, the 
Institute generally agrees that its budget should not be increased in the near 
future. In fiscal year 1971, when the Institute's budget was $7.5 million it had a 
staff of 79 full-time professional and clerical personnel. Today, with a budget of 
$27 million, its staff is 77. 

The Institute ha.s alreafiy begun to develop a multi-year program for research. 
As indicated above, it will consider the NAS substantive recommendations as it 
proceeds. As currently stated, however, the Institute does not see them as a panacea 

II.   ADMINI.STnATION 

Again, most of the observations made in the commentary have been dealt with 
in the preceding analysis. However, some summary observations are in order. 

According to NAS, the internal organizational structure of the Institute has 
interfered with the ability to make informed judgements about planning and 
funding. NAS characterizes existing organizational divisions as "unnatural," 
and suggests organization should evolve from substantive research problems 
rather than parallel traditional criminal justice system functions. Presumably 
this means divisions such as data center, deterrence, rehabilitation, etc. 

Any organizational structure has aflvantages and disadvantages. When the 
current structure was established in 1973, it was done with full realization of the 
need for interdivLsional coordination. Some staff recommended coordinating com- 
mittees, others simply noted the likely consequences and pointed out the burden 
which would be placed on iranagement to prevent divisional barriers and subse- 
quent dy.sfunctional competition from occurring. It was clearly recognized that 
criminal justice research was a systems problem; and, that while it often could be 
addressed in functional segments, a companion interdisciplinary focus had to be 
maintained. 

The move to the current functional or institutional structure was in part, 
however, a response to earlier attempts to force research and development plan- 
ning into a single .set of assumptions defined in terms of a single action-oriented 
goal—crime reduction. Under crime-specific planning, this approach proved 
unproductive because it attempted to include all criminal justice functions under 
the simple goal even through they were only tenuously related or, at a minimum, 
several assumptive steps away from a direct relationship to crime control. As a 
result, an inordinate amount of staff time was spent attempting to construct an 
ideal and unrealistic system of integrated logic relating all activities to the single 
goal. 

The reorganization was also undertaken because management of the external 
research and development program was seriously understaffed. Those responsible 
for developing plans and conducting in-house lesearch and analytic studies were 
unable to do so; they were constantly being called upon to a-ssist in reviewing and 
monitoring external research and development activities. Priority was given to 
the external program and to communicating Institute activities to the performer 
and practitioner world which some suspected had been alienated by strategies and 
organizational changes inspired by crime specific approaches. Oiven this back- 
ground, the recommendation will be considered with the recognition that the 
Institute needs a better mechanism for attending to system-wide research and 
development issues. Short of reorganizing along susbtantive problem lines, we are 
developing a process for cro.s8 walking projects throughout the Institute by major 
topics or programs, e.g., performance standards, to aide in integrating our efforts. 

In summary, the Institute does not believe that organizational structures is 
the answer to its administrative problems. It has experimented with functional 
centers, with floating task forces which organize and disappear around problems, 
and it has experimented with more traditional organizational units paralleling 
the criminal justice system. It is virtually a principle of organizational theory 
that as soon as groups are established they drift toward insularity. The solution 
to the problem is probably more managerial than organizational. 

With regard to the Institute's use of outside expertise, we would again stress that 
the NAS view is a historical. The Institute agrees with the spirit of the recom- 
mendation, but believes that over the past four years a number of steps to increase 
both involvement of outside experts and use of peer review have been undertaken. 
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The Academy proposes a three-tiered review advisory committee to set priorities 
and separate committees for program planning and project review. Without 
congressional action, the Institute is constrained by the Federal Advisory Com- 
mittee Act which stipulates that the function of such committees should be 
advisory only, and that all matters under their consideration should be determined 
by the agency involved. The Act is specificaUy designed to prevent abdication of 
staff responsibility, which can be a problem whether committees are advisory or 
have specific decision-making powers. 

Even without this constraint, proposals to rely exclusively on advisory com- 
mittees and peer review for decision-making must be approached with caution. 
While advisory committees do provide a mechanism for increasing communication, 
and expanding expertise, they have the disadvantages of reducing agency flexi- 
bility and, when involved in project selection, of making program development 
difficult to achieve. The danger of making a number of unrelated individual 
project awards and thereby dissipating program thrusts is a real one. Their 
potential for becoming cliquish or operating as "closed systems" is also a real 
problem, particularly in the area of criminal jastice where the number of per- 
formers is still relatively quite small. 

Nevertheless, the Institute agrees that its ongoing efforts to further structure 
external involvement in development and review of its programs should continue. 
The steps described earlier to involve the Institute's Advisory Committees, aa 
well as ad hoc panels, in long term planning and program review are a move in 
this direction. Similarly, the funding process in 1976 has been restructured so that 
fiscal 1977 projects will V>e awarded more on the basis of competitive program 
solicitations than in the past. This will facilitate the establishment of review 
groups to a.ssist in selecting proposals for award. If the added step of issuing more 
structured quarterly announcements is taken the incorporation of standing or, 
perhaps, revolving review groups in our award selection process will be enhanced 

Parenthetically, the NAS report notes the heavy burden put on Institute staff- 
The report suggests that current procedures place the major responsibility for 
conceptualizing research on staff, who are expected to create single-handedly 
"what generations of social scientists have never achieved: a well-defined set of 
research tasks leading to clearly applicable knowledge about solving crime prob- 
lems." We are not sure that the success of this generation of social scientists in 
pursuing this goal will be assured by organizing them into formal, multi-tiered 
peer review panels. 

RECOMMENDATIONS 

9. The Committee recommends that the Institute establish formal peer review pro- 
cedures and an overall advisory panel for general program planning. To accomplish 
this, the Institute should structure a three-tiered advisory system, in the following ways 

a. A statutory Advisory Board on Criminal Justice Research, to set overall prioritie: 
(see Recommendation 16 for details): 

b. Program planning panels for each of a selected set of program areas: 
c. Individual project review panels: 
This advisory system should have the following characteristics: 
a. Both researchers and practitioners should be represented on all panels: 
b. Review panels should provide for methodological and programmatic scrutiny of 

all projects: 
c. Panels should be set up for extended terms to establish continuity of program and 

should meet regularly. 
Response.—The Institute cannot establish the formal peer review structure 

recommended by NAS within its existing legislation. Given the current ad- 
ministration's publicly stated views on the use of consultants, it is unlikely that 
such a structure would be acceptable. Other weaknesses of thLs proposal and 
Institute views on external assistance in general were dealt with above. 

10. The Institute should employ a less obtrusive monitoring system which would 
allow more flexibility to grantees. 

Response.—In the context of long-range planning, the Institute is conducting a 
review of its research management methods. This review so far has led us to 
examine and to begin categorizing the functions of the Institute to better identify 
more appropriate management mechanisms for different functions. It is quite 
probable that this review will result in modifications to current monitoring 
policies. Programs of small academic research grants presumably will not require 
the same level of monitoring as more directed program development activities. 
Of course, the Institute also is required to conform to LEAA policies regarding 
monitoring of grants and contracts. 
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//. Substantive program areas, like those suggested in V-IIB, should be the basis 
for creating the framework fur program administration and budget allocation. Func- 
tional divisions, whether they relate to criminal justice operations (police, courts, and 
corrections) or Institute mandates (dissemination, evaluation, technology) should 
serve only to provide particular expertise to program and project development, not to 
suggest substantive divisions. 

Response.—The issue of the proper organizational structure for the Institute 
has been dealt with extensively above. The Institute will reexamine its current 
structure to insure that it is appropriate for implementing the long-range research 
and development plan that is being developed. 

1£. Funding levels should not be rigidly fixed within substantice areas. 
Response.—The Institute generally agrees that funding levels should not be 

rigidly fixed within substantive areas and that excellence of proposals should 
govern the apportionment of funds. But too strict adherence to these two criteria 
would be tantamount to converting the total program to competitive unsolicited 
research. While flexibility in some portion of its program needs to be maintained, 
the Institute and the LEAA Administration aLso need to budget more specifically 
for certain priority programs and research problem areas. 

13. Strict funding cycles—two or three a year—should be established and adhered to. 
Response.—The Institute agrees that its funding cycles should be better 

structured and advertised. It ha been moving in this direction for the past two 
years through expansion of the use of program announcements and in the develop- 
ment of a competitive bidder's mailing list. These efforts are described above. 

14- NILECJ s research program, through its structure, should have appropriate 
evaluation, dissemination, and technology development functions integrated into the 
major research effort. These components should be represented on whatever decision- 
making mechanisms are developed to set the research agenda. 

Response.—Though not necessarily through organizational structure, the 
Institute agrees that appropriate evaluation, fli.ssemination, and technology 
transfer functions should be integrated into the research effort. However, it 
believes that such coordination and integration of views in the decision-making 
process Is more a function of management than organizational structure. 

III.   OPERATINQ   CONDITIONS 

NAS quite clearly suggests that organizational factors have contributed to 
what it views m the Institute's mixed record. That there have been numerous 
changes in both LEAA and the Institute is obvious. Despite this fact, the Institute 
has been able to maintain continuity over the years in a number of research areas 
including environmental design, police patrol, courts, corrections, and technology. 
The fact that the Institute's program also includes a number of discrete projects 
does not entirely stem from changes in direction, though some of it certainly 
does. An alternative wav of looking at it is that it reflects the need for knowledge 
in an uncharted area which has dictated an exploratory approach. 

RKCOMMENDATIONS 

16. LEAA's domination over the Institute must be eliminated. At the very least, 
the Director must have full processing and sign-off authority over all Institute awards, 
control over Institute administrative budget, personnel, and detailed program review. 
The Committee also recommends that the Director should be appointed by the Attorney 
General of the United States, at the level of Assistant Attorney General. 

16. Overall program priorities should be set by a statutorily authorized criminal 
justice research advisory board. A major portion of its membership should be leading 
scientists from the spectrum of relevant disciplines and should also include practitioners 
and members of the community having suostantial interest in the problems to which 
the research ought to apply. 

17. The Director should be chosen from candidates with significant experience ond 
recognition in both research and research administration. 

18. The National Criminal Justice Statistical Service, the National Institute of 
Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention, and Project Search should all be in- 
cluded within the NILECJ structure. We endorse the idea of a Bureau of Criminal 
Justice Statistics; the ideal arrangement would be to locale this Bureau within an 
indepednent NILECJ. 

19. The Committee recommends that major functions and activities that are extra- 
neous to NILECJ's substantive research program, such as formalized technical 
assistance to criminal justice planners and practitioners in designing and performing 



project evaluations,  or the packaging and marketing aspects of dissemination,  be 
be located within LEAA's Office of Regional Operations rather than in the Institute. 

Response.—Recommendations I'l through 19 deal with proposals outside the 
purview of the Institute. They require an LEAA Administration or Department of 
Justice response beyonrl what has been said above. With respect to recommenda- 
tion 19, the Institute does not agree that dissemination is an inappropriate 
function for a research institute. This a.spect of the recommendation seemingly 
contradicts the Academy's argument in support of recommendation 14 which 
.suggests that a major function of the Institute's dissemination strategy should 
be "fostering an understanding on the part of practitioners of the contributions 
and limitations of research, and understanding on the part of researchers of the 
needs and experience of practitioners". 

With regard to technology tran.sfer and evaluation functions, the legislation 
governing the Institute is clear and explicit: "to encourage research and develoo- 
ment to improve and strengthen law enforcement and criminal ju.stice, to dis- 
seminate the results of such efforts to state and local governments and to a.ssi.st 
in t e development and support of programs for the training of law enforcement 
and criminal justice personnel." 

. The Institute believes it can operate as effectivelj' within the Department a.s it 
could within LEAA. However, congre.s.sionaI intent argues persuasively in favor 
of a research institute operating within the primary mission agency—LEAA. 

It has been suggested by several of the Institute's Advisory Committee mem- 
bers and others that the real challenge is to develop and support more efforts that 
serve the twin needs of research and policy-making. The institute believes that the 
two goals can be met and is apprehensive about moving in the direction suggested 
by NAS where operational considerations could too easily be relegated to a low 
priority. 

Of course, there will be tensions between research and policy direction, these 
are inevitable. But they can be kept to manageable proportions and, the Institute 
believes work to the benefit of both research and action. 

As has been noted often in this response, the NAS report .suffers from an 
ahistorical perspective. It does not reflect developments over the past several 
years in comparison with what existed earlier. Nevertheless, the Institute agrees 
with the major recommendation concerning the need for a focused, long-term 
strategy. After eight years of charting an unexplored area, such a strategy is now 
possible where before it was not. It should be remembered that while the Institute 
nas been struggling for a foothold so has LEAA as an agency. Such recent innova- 
tions as the agency's action program development process, designed to develop a 
rational approach to development of action programs based on research, provides 
an opportunity for both to develop a more focu.sed approach to learning about and 
improving law enforcement and criminal justice. 

ASSESSMENT/IMPACT DAT.\ 

Exemplary Projec's.—(fnm Questionnaires on six ExP Manuals): 89 percent of 
respondents had favorable overall eaction; over 99 percent found manuals rela- 
vant to their needs; 90 percent found manuals useful. 

Prescriptive packages.—(Independent Urban Institute Evaluation—1974) 
Atelhaaone Treatment Manual.—read by 60 percent of target audience receiving 

copies; rated above average to excellent by 92 percent of that group. 
Police Crime Analysis.—read by 82 percent of target audience receiving copies; 

rated average to excellent by 77 percent. 
OTT analysis of questionnaires from over 1,000 respondents showed that 94 

percent rated documents excellent to above avarage. In most recent asses.sment 
(1970, 5 packages, 500 responses) 70 percent considered the prescriptive package 
the best single document available on the particular topic. 

Training workshops.—in current workshops, follow-on surveys show 75 percent 
of participants report sharing workshop information with their staff and peers; 
over 50 percent report definite plans to incorporate all or part of program in their 
own operation. 

Follow-on surveys of earlier workshops show adoption of program elements 
ranging from 3.3 percent (Community Ba.sed Corrections) to 63 percent (Family 
Crisis Intervention). 
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Field test.—Program evaluations by OE; sites also function as technology 
transfer resource; hold statewide conferences, etc. Examples: Salt Lake CBC site 
hosted delegation of 75 representatives of Western Council of State Governments; 
Syracuse FCI site instrumental in getting FCI training incorporated into New 
York State POST standards. 

Host.—Too new for aggregate data; following is quote from the evaluation of the 
first HOST visitor to New York Street Crime Unit, the Commander of the newly 
established San Francisco Street Crime Unit. "In 2'/2 months (preceding visit), 
my 75 man unit had 10 'accidental' decoy arrests. Since returning, I trained the 
men per NYC-SCU and in five days wo have made 65 good decoy arrests with an 
average of 15 new ones per day. This could turn the crime (violent street crime) 
picture around in this city." 

NCJRS; Conclusions of independent .survey by Law and Order magazine on 
reader opinion of NCJRS: "NCJRS i.s a valuable .service to the law enforcement 
profession, a primary source of education material, and most comments had 
nothing but praise for NCJRS." Particularly high ratings went to Interest Profile 
(90%), SNI program (94%) and Search and Retrieval (100% positive responses). 
Results comparable to NCJRS, conducted surveys of user satisfaction. 

94-938 O - 78 • 22 
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Appendix B 
FY1976 Awards 

NATIONAL INSTITUTE PROGRAMS AND 
AWARDS 
FISCAL YEAR 1976 

The National Institute of Law Enforcement 
and Criminal Justice is the research branch of 
the Law Enforcement Assistance Administra- 
tion, established by the Omnibus Crime Con- 
trol and Safe Streets Act of 1968. As stated 
in the Act. the Institute's mandate is: 

"To encourage research and development, 
to improve and strengthen law enforcement 
and criminal justice, to disseminate the 
results of such efforts to state and local 
governments, and to assist in the develop- 
ment and support of programs for the train- 
ing of law enforcement and criminal 
justice personnel." 

Over the past eight years, the Institute has 
sponsored research on crime prevention and 
control and the administration of criminal 
justice and disseminated information on 
significant research findings to stale and lopal 
officials tlirougliout the country. 

In FY 1976. the Institute continued its 
support of ongoing research in such areas as 
police response time and environmental 
design, and commissioned new projects on 
subjects ranging from plea bargaining to 
consumer fraud. It refined techniques for 
disseminating research findings and encourag- 
ing their use, and it sponsored evaluations of 
both established practices and new approaches. 

The Institute awarded S38.8 million in 
FY 1976. The following table shows the 
distribution of these funds by program area. 

FY 1976 National Institute Program Funds* 

Program Area Dollars Percentage 

Community Crime Prevention $ 4,439,293 11.4 
Police 3,014,811 7.8 
Courts 1,841,700 4.7 
Corrections 1,554,724 4.0 
Advanced Technology 10,576,493 27.3 
Manpower Program 1,644,693 4.2 
Visiting Fellows 238,986 0.6 
Evaluation Programs 5,306,963 13.7 

National Evaluation Program (1,365,602) (3.5) 
Office of Evaluation (3,941,361) (10.2) 

Technology Transfer** 10,187,592 26.3 

Total $38,805,255 100.0 

^Includes awards made during the Iransilion 
quarter. 

"This figure Includes $2,335,496 in training 
and technical assistance funds. 

Note: The Inslilule 's funding cycle normally 
extends into the first quarter of the following 
fiscal year. Hence its total obligations may 
exceed the appropriation for a given year, 
because they include awards made under the 
previous year's appropriation. 
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Selection of Policies, Priorities and Projects 

In setting priorities and allocating funds, the 
Institute is guided by the following: 

• The Congressional mandate as set forth in 
the authorizing legislation; 

• The managenicnl by objectives process, 
which lakes into account the LEAA 
Administrator's priorities, the judgments of 
the Institute's professional staff, the recom- 
mendations of the Institute's Advisory 
Committee of knowledgeable criminal justice 
practitioners and researchers, and the views 
of other recognized experts; and 

•Timely criminal justice issues, such as the 
problem of the serious, habitual offender. 

Each year, the National Institute publishes 
and disseminates a Program Plan that briefly 
describes all Institute programs and projects 
and explains application procedures. The 
Institute is expanding its use of individual pro- 
gram announcements that provide detailed 
information on the background and objectives 
of specific programs, funding, and deadlines, 
and solicit concept papers. Requests for 
proposals arc announced in the Commerce 
Business Daily 

Institute projects generally are selected to 
meet priorities outlined in the Program Plan. 
A limited amount of funds is set aside each 
year to support especially promising research 
that may fall outside designated priorities. 

Institute staff review initial concept papers 
and solicit the views of one or more knowledge- 
able professionals-cither within LEAA or from 
an outside source. All full applications are 
similarly reviewed by a monitoring team made 
up of the Institute project monitor and two or 
more professionals from outside the Institute 
whose background, training, and experience 
are relevant. In making their judgments, the 
reviewers consider the nature of the problem 
to be addressed and whether the applicant's 
skills and resources can accomplish the 
objectives. 

Ihe Institute is authorized to make grants 
to. or enter into contracts with, public agencies, 
institutions of higher education, or private 

organizations. The Department of Justice 
Office of Legal Counsel has ruled that the 
Institute also is authorized to make grants to 
individuals, but that authority is used sparingly. 
LEAA policy stipulates that profit-making 
institutions may not receive Institute grants. 

The following table shows the distribution 
of FY 1976 Institute funds by type of 
recipient. 

Distribution of FY 1976 
National Institute Program Funds 

(By Type of Recipient) 

Universities 
Private Firms 
Federal Agencies 
State and Local Government 

Agencies 
National and Professional 

Organizations 
Individuals 

Total 

S 2,421,887 
26,685,609 

3.234,500 

3.433,454 

2,790,819 
238,986 

$38,805,255 

FY 1976 Awards 

To carry out its wide-ranging mandate, the 
Institute is organized into three major offices: 
Office of Research Programs, Office of 
Technology Transfer, and Office of Evaluation. 
The functions of each office and the projects 
they funded in fiscal year 1976 are described 
in the following pages. 

Office of Research Programs 

The Office of Research Programs develops 
and sponsors research studies that probe m^or 
problems facing the criminal justice system. 
Current research efforts focus on acquiring new 
knowledge and suggesting alternative 
approaches in community crime prevention, 
police, courts, corrections, and advanced 
technology. 
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Community Crime Prevention. The Institute's 
program in Community Crime Prevention 
works to dispel the notion that crime is solely 
the responsibility of the criminal justice 
system. Both as individuals and as members of 
the community, citizens can have a measurable 
impact on the complex task of fighting crime. 
For example, each individual can take simple, 
definable steps to protect his or her personal 
property.  Individuals can also assist the 
criminal justice process by reporting criminal 
activity when it occurs, by testifying to such 
activities in court, and by serving on juries 
when called. 

The program in Community Crime Preven- 
tion seeks to encourage community involve- 
ment both on the public and on the private 
level. Secondly, the program seeks to broaden 
public understanding and involvement in the 
workings of the criminal justice system. Finally, 
it seeks to develop a more meaningful response 
to the citizen as a victim of crime and client 
of the criminal justice system. 

76-NI-99-0029 
Title: A Study of fhe Stnutut* ii^ Operation of the RsckcU 
n MctiOf>oUUn New York (from lO/t/75 - 3/31/77) 
Gnntee:  Policy Scwnwi Ccntn, Inc., 270 Broidway, 
Room lOOOI, New Yoik. New York  10007 
Project Diiectoi:  Dr. Jonithtn Rubiiutein 
Amount: $IS2,I2S 
This project studKd gambling and lojn-shafking tjckcts m ihc 
New York MetropoliUn Area. Dau were coUected on the 
organiution and activitiei of iheie rickcti over i ten-year 
period. The final report will dctaibe in detail the itructurei, 
functioni, and activities of the oisaniulions. iheir relation- 
ships with each olhct. and the manner in which they operate. 

76-NI-99-O036 
Title: Study of Crime and St«t>ility in Residential Communities 
<from 2/1/76- 1/31/78) 
Grantee:  Institute for Community Design Analysis, 853 
Broadway. 19th Plooi. New York. N.Y.  10003 
Project Director: Oscar Nesvman 
Amount:  $650,072 
ThnprojL'ct iiMudyinjf a umple of public housing piajectl 
»nd rcderally-as^iMcd modcralCHncomcdevclopmeni* In 
Ncwuik.Si. Louii.and San Trdnctwo mdcrcrnurw ihc im- 
pact of the socioL'conomic chaiactcrnnc* of rc«dcnii, 
building devi^n jnd nunavcmcnt pohcics on cnmc and 
*tabihly in the dcvolopmcntv Bawd on iii findinfi. the 
project will ti:t<immcnd the combinjtions of resident 

^roup*. butldint types, JIKJ nunafcmcni foli^wv thai are 
likely to rciull in »tjbtc. low-^rimo iommjr,;:iJS. 

76-NI-99-O056 
Title;  Techniques for Improving the Effectiveness of the 
Criminal Justice Response to Forcible Rap« (from 2/25/76 - 
6/30/77) 
Grantee:  BatteUc Human Affairs Research Center. P.O. Box 
S39S, Seattle, Wash. 98105 
ProjccI Director:  Dr. Donna Scl^/am 
Amount:  $348,609 
Thislolhiw upiludy lo JIY I97J-uni . •<-M-99-00|5) 
explored in JTCJICI dirtjil the major jnobkri jrcas itlv*ntitii.'d 
by criniinji justice olYKijK ilui impair the «;• stcm'*tfffc4- 
livi-fK-si in dealing with ra|K vaM:%   The p:-- :JI will produvv 
miiloiials fur police, pTOKi:uiors.und tCyi^Liors to improve 
Ihc iysiem's rcsponw lo rape. 

76NI-99 0I22 
Title;  Consumer Fraud:  An Analysis of Impact and 
Opportunities for Intervention (from 8/9/76 - 2/28/78) 
Grantee:  American Institutes for Research. 3301 New M«xico 
Avc. NW, Washington, D.C. 20016 
Project Director:  David J. Klaus 
Amount:  S342.966 
The purpoK of ihi* projccl is to identify promising approaches 
to cuttailinjj consumer fraud.  Researchers aie collecting: data 
on the characteristics, incidence, and impact of consumer 
fraud, and ;i!ivcv%int' ciirrcni -^irjtc^ics lor dcjliii^ with the 
problem 

J-LEAA-022-74 
Title: Crime Prevention Through Environmental Dedgn 
(CPTED) (Modification from 6/1/76 - 7/31/78) 
Contractor: Special Systems, Wectingliouse Electric 
Corporation Suite 1111. 2341 Jefferson Da«ns Highway, 
Arlington, Va. 22202 
Project Director:  Edward Pescc 
Amount:  (Hodirication) S2,098,8I6 
This award supports continuing rcKarch and development 
of the concept of Crime Prevention throufh Environmental 
Design.  Demonitratton designs for residenti,il and commercial 
areas and schools will be developed and implemented in three 
specific sites and re^ulti evaluated. 

UAAJ-lAA-024-6 
Title:  Handgun Control and Victim Compensation (from 
6/1/76 ~ 10/31/77) Interigency Agreement viih the Office 
of Improvements in the Administration of Justice, Depailinenl 
of Jostice, Washington, D.C. 
Project Director:  Edward D. Jones 
Amount:  S76^00 
The objective of this project is to complete tv.o major studies 
which support the Justice Department's loi;t'-f3'V aiminal 
justice policy initiatives; Handgun ControlSrrctfgitt it 
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Mlinutins the demand Tor ftiearmi for Klf-protection and 
crhntnal UKI, analyzing the determinant! of the illegal supply 
or handguns; and atsctsin^ (he impact of alternative control 
ttratcgies on firearm demand and illeical uippi)-, and on the 
rates of homicide and lobbery in the DS. urban environment. 
Victim Catnpeniation is analyzing the ecunoric losses incurred 
by victims of assaultive aimesand assessing the impact of 
compensation - both public and private - on victim behavior. 

Police. Public demands have both shaped 
and stretched the role of the police in recent 
years. Today, a police officer is not merely an 
enforcer of the law. but a resource to be called 
upon in almost any emergency. 

Faced with rising expectations, but dechning 
budgets, the police community needs research 
results and alternative approaches that can help 
to achieve economies without impairing effec- 
tiveness. The Institute's police research has the 
twin objectivt;s of building a body of sound 
knowledge and providing proven tools to en- 
hance day-to-day performance. Among recent 
contributions toward these goals are projects 
that arc testing the effectiveness of various 
patrol strategics, analyzing the impact of re- 
sponse time, and devising indicators to help the 
police evaluate and improve their performance. 

76-NI-99 0OM 
Title:  Development of Methods and Ptogiami to Promote 
Hiyticai Fitness in Police Officera (from 10/21/75 - 1/20 77) 
Grantee:  Inlcmalional Association of Chiefs of Police, Eleven 
Firsifirld Rd..Caitheisburg.Md. 20760 
Project Director:  Ronald Bostick 
Amount:  S6t9.404 
1hl^^'IJlnl developed and rvalu^ied profframiind methods that 
un be used to cnuire a hi;:h Icicl of physical Oiness amon^ 
pulioc personnel. 

76-NI-99-O012 
Tide: A Man-Compuler System for Solutioa of-the Mug Fde 
Problem (from 8/15/75 - IM4'76) 
Grantee:  University of Houston, Houston.Tc\. 77004 
Ptujcct Director:  Ben T. Rhodes, Jr. 
Amount:  $226,403 
Thi\ Phase II project isdcsi^nmn a compulci lystcm suitable 
for instalbtion and operation in a police department that can 
wlci.1 liom a Lujiie liblary of mug shots those pKotO).-taph> 
inusi closely rcKmbliri): a suspect's dcKiiption. 

7J-NI-99-0047-SI 
Title: Response Time Analyas Study (frooi 7/1^3 - 6/30/76) 
Grantee: Kansas City Police Department. 1125 (.ocust St^ 
Kansas City, Mo. 
Project Director: M«iof Lester N. Mania, KmniasCily Polk* 
Department, 306 E. 12th St^ Room 1030, Kanaa*City, Mo. 
14106 
Amount:  $152,122 
Thi» supplemental award to the Kansas City Retponv Time 
Analysis Project (73-Nl-99-0047) supports re^aich and anal- 
ysts of the operational problems related to police rcipoiue 
time. 

76-NI-99-O0e7 
Title:  Policing Corruption In Local Govmanent RquUtoiy 
A(erKies(from 4/14/76 - 12/13/77) 
Grantee: Stanford Research Institude, 333 Ravcnswood Avc. 
Mcnio Park, Calif. 94025 
Project Director: Theodore R. Lyman 
Amount:  S26S,300 
This project Is studyinf detection, prevention, and enfoiccmenl 
moawres to combat corruption in rcsulalory agenckt. Em- 
phasis is on identifying and describu^ typical patterns of 
corruption in ilie liceniing and intpectioit functions of regula- 
tory agencies. 

76^1-99-0097 
Title:  Police Strikes Monotnph (from 10/16/76 - 9/15/77) 
Grantee:  Inteptalional Association of Chiefs of Police, Eievett 
Firstrteld Rd.,Gailhersburg.Hd. 20760 
Project Director: Glen R. Muiphy.DiffclH, Technical and 
Services Division, lACP 
Amount:  S 160.778 
This project will provide law enrotccment administrators with 
resource material and information to help them understand and 
analyze the issues and events that could develop into a police 
labor strike. 

76-N1-99^ 104 
Title:  Implementation aiMl Evaluation of Prototype Rules and 
Procedures for Police Discipline (from 7/1/76 - 6/3078) 
Grantee:  International Anociationof Chiefs of Police. Eie*en 
FirstrieklRd.,Gaithersburg.Md. 20760 
Project Director: Joyce Blatock, Assistant DuecKM. Lcfal 
Research Section, lACP 
Amount:  $390,375 
The primary objective of this effort is to field test in an opcra- 
lional situilton, the prototype rules of conduct artd disci(>bnary 
procedures developed under Grant «74'Nl-99-0019. Model 
Rules of Conduct for Internal Oiscipluuiy Action. 

76-NI-99 0I09 
Title: The Police and Illicit Substance Control (from 6/11/76 - 
12/10/77) 
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Gianiec; Cenict tot ihc Study of Social Bchivtor. Rcseuch 
TrUngle Initituic, P.O. Box 12 194. Research Trtanfle Pirk. 
D«rhara,NX:. 27709 
hoJMt Dirrcior: Jiy K.H'iDumf 
Amount:  S2SJg636 
This study is tdenitfytni various (oalt and siiaietKS in lut- 
cotics law cnfoTcrmcni at (be IOCJI level and assessing thcti 
cfrrctrreiMss. 

76-M-99^1ll 
Ttik: NEPPhjMl: PMicinf UrbanMauTiansilSystems (ftom 
«/24/76- 2j 23/77) 
G>aiitc«: The MITRE Cotpar*lk>n, 1820 Dolley Haditon Btvd.. 
MrLraii,Va.   22101 
Project Difecioi: Wairrn S. L. Moy, Criminal Justice System 
Reseaich Depancfwnl,The MtTRE Coiporatkm 
Amounf:  S98.7S4 
This as%ssineni estimated the accuncy and reliability or avatl- 
abk djta in the policing of urban mass transit syslemi. the 
TacloTs that teem most likely to tnOuencc the successor Tajlure 
or specified piojecti. and iKe cotti of difrcient policinfi 
ilraiepeiL 

76-W 99-0112 
Tille: Police Referral SyMemi hi Meiropolilaii AreM (from 
10/1/76-9/30/77) 
Granlcc:  Indiana Univcrsily t-'oundalion. Post Office Box F, 
Bkmmington, Ind. 47401 
Projeci Directoi:  Elinor Ostrom.DirectOf.WorkAops in 
h>lilical Theory and ^Hicy Analytii. Motgan HaD 12, Indiana 
Univctuty.Bloomington.ind. 47401 
Amount:  SI30^ 18 
Wide vanationscKnl in the types of organizational arrange- 
menis and depaitmcnu) poUcies for handlinf; the hi^h volume 
of social service catci that come to the attention of police. 
Tim pant byi the groundwork for assessing the effects of 
different types of police referral lyilemt iftd police involve- 
ment in dcUvety of social services. 

76-M-99-0n9 
Title: National Propel to Develop Police Program Perform- 
•ncc Measures (from 11/1/76 - 1/31/78) 
Cianfcc: American Justice Institute. 1007 Seventh St., 
Sacramento, Calif. 95814 
Project Director:  Jetomc A.NMdle, Dta«clor,Am«ricaa 
Justice Inititule 
Amount: S42S.63I 
Responding to the recommendalioni of the National Commis- 
sion on Criminal Justice Standards and Goals, eaiher teaeatch 
<7S-NI-99-0009) dcveiopcd a system of police performance 
measures that attempts to solve some of (he problems aisoci- 
ated whh luditiorul meatutcs of police wurk, such ai reported 
crime figutcv In this second phaK, the project will refine. 
Mat and cvahiau the tyiirm in four LIIKS. 

76NI-990i2l 
Tille:  Development of Guidelines for Police Enforccmenl of 
La«rs Relating to Prusiituiion (from 10 I 76 - 4'30/78) 
Grantee:   Lav- and Justice Study Cenlei. Huma.i Affaifi 
Research Center, Rattcllc Memorial Insliluiv. •1000N.E.41M 
St.. Seallle,\^2sh.98l05 
Project Director:  Duncan Chappcll 
Amount:  S229,289 
This study is designed lo ptmtdc law cnforcirr.-ienl adminluta- 
torsand pracliiiorKis Hitli a base of know k'^^e on whidi to 
develop prustitullon ptcvenihin and lunlio; i:rate£iesap- 
proprialc lo their paiiicubt agency's necOt ir.i ubicctivci. 

76-NI-99-0125 
Tille:  Swul Neiworkt and Social Oiganuaiton of a Police 
Precinct (from 8/25/76 - 2/24/78) 
Grantee: Institute for Social Analyts. 24 Closet Rd., New- 
foundland. NJ. 07435 
Project Directoe:  Francis AJ. lanni, Dtrecior. Institute for 
Social Analysis 
Amount:  S58.135 
This leteatch is analyrin; Ihc police piccinci -s a social system 
that operates accotdins lo a "code of lulcs" to dclermine how 
the precinct affecK the overall cffcctis-meu and efTkltncy uf 
Ihc deparlriKnl. 

76-NI-99-0I29 
Title:  Boston Poike DcpaitftYenl Project on Criminal invcstiga' 
live Procedures (from I0/I/76 -6/30/78) 
Grantee:  Tiusieesof Boston Univetsity, Boiion Universily 
Cenlet for Criminal Justice, 209 Bay State Kd., Boston, Ma». 
02215 
Project Otrec toe: Sheldon Krantz 
Amount:  5266,206 
Thisjirant carries the previous uork on police administtative 
policy-making into new priority areas. Pobcymaking on 
aiminal invcsti^alivc procedures are bcin^ expanded beyond 
the dclecitw funklion, foi evampte,and uil) diiccily confront 
Knsitive issues surtoundin|i selective enforocmert. This projeci 
buildt on previous uoik by the grantee and by the Arixooa 
Slate Univcrsily Model Rules P(o>ect and the ABA Slandatdi 
Relating to ihe Uiban Police runction. 

76-M-99^137 
Titfe: Police and Ihe Elderly: The Development of Opera- 
tional Guidelines lo Improve Police Effcctr^eneu (from 
11/15/76-5/14/78) 
Grantee: Programs Division, University Ctr>- Science Center, 
3624 Science Center. Philadelphia, Pa.  19104 
Projeci Director: Theodore H. Schell, Unr«ersity City Science 
Center, 1717 Maswchusetts Avc. N.W.. Wuhinglon.DjC. 
20036 
Amount:  S226M9 
This study is bated upon infoTntation on police-etdcrly inter- 
eciions in lu-o cities suppkmrntcd by a naltorul review and 



aucismcnt of onfcoinii polict anij communily ptogtjms 
designed to improve the quality or thcst tnicractioni. 

76-NI-99-0140 
Tide: Civil Seivice Systems: Their Impict on Police Admin- 
isOilion (from 9/30/76 -7/31/78) 
Grintcf: Public Adminisbition Scfvice, 1313 E. Slxtecnch St., 
OiicigD.UI. 60637 
Project Dinctoc: Joseph J. Molkup 
Amount:  $230,049 
This study is jsscsun^ the impact ot the civil icrvice v> item on 
pohce petsonnel ydmtnisiriition jind to prescribe worV^ible 
modificjlions where nc(:ct.-uir>. 

Courts. The Institute continues to explore 
ways to reduce court delay and to improve the 
fairness and efficiency of the judicial process. 
New initiatives are directed toward the develop- 
ment of performance measures for the courts, 
prosecution, and defense, with the goal of mak- 
ing these functions more easily accountable to 
the public. Studies of jury management and 
witness cooperation have produced new insiglits 
into the vital task of making citizen participa- 
tion in the administration of justice more satis- 
fying. Finally, the courts research program is 
working to promote consistency and fairness 
in two vital areas of the judicial process:  plea 
bargaining and sentencing; and to develop al- 
ternatives to adjudication that will ease court 
congestion and promote community partici- 
pation. 

76^1.99-0014 
Title:  Efficts of Omnibus Hcuing on Measures of EfTiciency/ 
Juitkc(rrom8/lS/7S - 12/14/76) 
Grantee:  Section of Criminal Juilice, American Bar Associa- 
tion. l70SI>eSales St. .\W, Washington, or. 20036 
f ro>eci Dtfector  Daniel Gibbens 
Amount:  SI88J31 
This project sysiematicilty tested the impact of the omnibus 
hearinjic on the qualii> of justioc and un the economical use 
of rciouiocs in state trial courts. 

76-N1-99-0085 
Title: Commentary on the Implementation of the Model 
PenaJ Code from 1962 - 1976 (from 4/26/76 - 4/25/78) 
Grantee: The American Law Institute, 4025 Chestnut St., 
Phtladelphii. Pa.  I91M 

Project Dinctor:  Paul A. Woliu'n 
Amount:  $197,953 
The purpose of (his project is to produce a comincntaty oa 
the response of the sUtei to the Model Penal Co<lc of 1962. 
This commentary wtU mcorporatc an analyui of the 
legislative activity and rationale for the m^joi rtdermilion 
of the criminal codes that has taken place in over half the 
states in the past decade. The study will enhance the use of 
the Code and will lay the grourtdwoik for more thorough 
evaluations of codes already adopted by the stales. 

76-NI-99-0088 
Title:  Prctrial Settknient in Criminal CaaesUioiB S/34/7A- 
11/23/77) 
Grantee: Center for Slmlias in OiminalJustke, The 
University of Chicngo, HUE. 60th St., Chkato, HL 60637 
ftoject Director:  Franklin E. Zinuin$ 
Amount: $313,754 
This project is testing the feaubiUly and cffectiMaen of • 
prelrtal lettlcmenl process that allows pka ajtd charge 
negotiations to lake place within a formal conference presided 
over by a judge. Participating in the conleicnce would be the 
prosecutor, defense counsel, defendant, and. If he or itw wishes, 
the victim or complaining witness. The underlying principle 
of the experiment is the belief (hat everyorte directly interested 
in a case, rtot just the Uwycrs, are entitled to be present durirtg. 
artd contribute to, the final dispasitk>n. 

76-NI-990102 
Title:  Sentencing Guidelinw:  Structuring Jtwlidal DiKntioa 
(from 7/1/76 - 9/6/77) 
Grantee: CrimlruU Justice Rescardi Center. One Alton Rd., 
Albany, N.Y.  12203 
Protect Direcfor:  Jack M. Krett 
Amount:  $401,168 
The fust phavc of this project succcufully demonstrated the 
feasibility of developing sentencing guidelines to enable judges 
within a jurisdiction to make their sentencing decisions more 
consistent. This study (Phaae II) will fully imptement the 
guidelines in one participating court sckclcd from the Phase 1 
study and will dewlop sentencing models in thtoe additional 
urban jurisdiciions, u^njf the same tcchntquct devclopcil In 
Phase 1. 

76-NI-99-0I14 
Title: Misdemeanor Court Management (from 8/76- 
4/18/78) 
Grantees: The American Judicature Society. 200 W. Monroe 
St., Saite 1606, Chicago, in. 60606, and Institute for Coon 
Management, MOS Curtis St.. Suite 1800. Denver, Colo. 
80202 
Project Directors:  Allan Asliman, Director of Rcaeardi, Tike 
American Judicature Society, and Harvey Solomon, uecatP* 
Director, Institute for Court Manafrcnent 
Amount:  $303,086 
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Thit projta it asscuin; ciitting innovative manigemcni 
ptoftUTii in misdemeanor couiri and will develop. Tiekl tew, 
And evaluate tnandfemcni techniques and innovations 
ipeciriuU)' aimed jt rrmedyinK management problemi 
commonJ) found in the ktwct cou:li. The new management 
techniques «ill be field tested in (wu court syslcmt. an 
overburdened metropolitan couit and a rural lower couM 

76-NI-99-O1I0 
Title:  Continuation of PROMIS Research (from 7/23/76 - 
7/22/77) 
Gruitee:  Inttitute for Law aftd Social Retrafch. 1125 ISlh 
SuNW.Suile62S.Wa>hinglon.D.C 20005 
Pn>)ecl Director. Sidney L. Brounstein 
Amount: $435^08 
This project continues research on data derived from (he 
Proseculoi'i Manafemcnl Information System (PROMIS) in 
the Dislricl of Columbia. The objective is to derive and test 
hypotheses about the crimiiaJ justice syttem as the PROMIS 
dau permits. 

Corrections. Few areas of the criminal justice 
system have received as much attention in 
recent years as corrections. Many aspocls-from 
the possible alternatives to jail incarceration to 
the problem of reducing recidivism-are the sutv 
ject of continuing public debate. 

In its corrections research, the Institute is 
studying some of the major issues involved in 
the current restructuring of correctional policies 
and practices. Among the critical issues being 
analyzed are the impact of court rulings 
and changing state laws, the severe overcrowd- 
ing of institutions, and the questions that have 
been raised about the efficacy of rehabilitative 
programs. The following projects seek to fur- 
ther our understanding of these issues and their 
implications. 

76NI-99-00I5 
Title:  NEP-Pha** I:  Resident Inmate Aftercare/Halfway 
House-Adulti (from 8/25/75 - 4/15/76) 
Grantee: Ohio State University Research Foundation, 1314 
Kinncv Rd., Columbus, Ohio 43212 
Project Director:  Richard P. Sciler 
Amount:  SI55,917 
This study dctcrmiiKd what was known about the effective- 
ness of halfway houses. Buiklinj^ upon a liieraiure search and 
wivcy of expert opinion, the researchers surveyed existing 
ptognms. findinss were validated through site visits and 

follow-up inieivkw). An e\-aIu3tton desii- for filling: gaps bi 
prcteni knowlcdjtc was produced. 

76-NI-9WI022 
TiUe:  Uniform Corrections Code (9 I 75 -8.31/77) 
Grantee:  National Conference of Commissioners on Unrform 
Sute Laws. 645 N. Michigan Ave..Oiicafo. III. 60611 
Pro|ect Director: Vv'iUiam Pierce 
Amount:  S2O4,90O 
This project focuses on the apparent dispx-'iiy in correction:)! 
statutes across slates. Reformers ha^e ccT.e to roti/c (hat 
lawsjovetning corrections must be otcth.:jled before tij-niri- 
cant proei4i>i changes can be made. Th< ^.''al of the study is 
to develop uniform corieciional kgitlation acccpuble to the 
courts. A Uniform Corrections Code wiJI be drafted to 
provide a siatuloiy framework for state le^-islaiures lo con- 
sider a.id to guide corrections procedures ''rom sentencing 
to final release. 

76-NI-99-0023 
Title: A Surrey of Criminal iuuice Evaluation Studies tfrom 
9/2/75 - 6/1/76) 
Grantee:  Hudson Institute, Inc.. Quaker Ridge Rd., Cioion- 
on-Hud»n.N.Y.   10502 
Project Direcfot;  Dr. R<rf>ert Martinson 
Amount:  S296,000 
In the past decade, much attention has be^n directed toward 
the evaluation of efforts to tcduce crime   Houcvct, there has 
been very little tysiemalic empirical knowledge about the 
success or failure of rchabilitalin^ offenders with various 
treatment strategies In various msiituiional and non- 
institutional settings. This project conducted a comprchensisc 
and systematic search. compUatlor. review. ar>d analysis of all 
relevant research dealing with the impact of piogtammatic 
intervention on offenders, produciitf inrormatlon and conclu- 
sions concerning what woiiisfor whom ^nd under what 
conditions. 

76-N1-99-0037 
Title:  NEP Ptiue I:  Furtoughs for Priaonm(riom 11/11/75 
to 5/10/76) 
Grantee: School of Social Work, University of AUbuiM, 
TuKakKMa.AU. 
Project Director:  Dr. RotMit Sjgler 
Amount:  S96403 
This was a state-of-the-art study of one of the oldest and 
most durable penal practices, furloughs for prisoneit. The 
study was designed to determine what is presently krtown 
about the effectiveness and value of inmate furlough programs; 
how much more should and can be learned about Iheae pro- 
grams; and, if further evaltution leems warTanted, how ihU 
evaluation should be conducted. 

76-NI-99-O038 
ntlr Parok Altrmittvct (frofn 1/21/76 - motm 
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Granle«: Crnttr tot Policy Reievch. 475 Riverside Drivt. 
New Yoik. N.Y.  10027 
Projocl Director;  Andiew Von Htrsch 
Amount:  $14M10 
Paiok, ontx seen ii a majoi rerorm, ii incira&ingty beine 
queUioned. It is nci-uwd of ^imultjneouily faUin^ in tts 
^oil* of piolccttng ihf public and lulpmj! chi- ofrcnd;.-!. 
Bcrauw pai^ole it luch ui inlcfiaJ part of llic criminal juiticx 
lytlem, any modincjtion rcquirci a careful contideiation of 
ptJctical implicjtiunt and potential uniniendnl conwqucncvs. 
The putposc of thii project uxt to aiulyzc what changet in the 
lentcncing and coriccliorul tyilcmt would be ncccuary if 
iriiditiunal parole pijciiccs uerc eliminated or replaced by 
alictnjitve tttiilc.uicv 

76-NI-99-0083 
Title:  NEPPhuel:  A Study of EmploynMnt Services for 
RclcaMet in Itie Community (from 3/25/76 - 1/24/77) 
Grantee: The Lazar Inititule, 1700 Pcnntylvanja Ave. NW, 
Washinston. D.C. 20006 
Project Director:  Mary A. Tobotg 
Amount:  S 148^59 
Tliii «tati:-of-thc-4ri study aiwticd one of the most widely* 
offered correcliont service* foi inmates teleaicd from i cor* 
feciiunsinstitution: employment services 

76-NI-99-0I42 
Title:  Determining the Impact of Fundamental Oian^ in 
the Law and Implications for the Future:  The RvalBatio« 
of the Maine Experience (from l(Vll/76 - 7/10/7S) 
Grantee: College of Human Development, The Pennsylrsaii 
Sutc Univctsity, 207 Old Main BuiMing, Univeisity Park, 
Pa.  16602 
Project Director:  Fredetidk A. HuMey/John H. Kramn 
Amount:  $236,083 
This prc>)eci wiU assess the impact of implemenlim; a "fliC" 
sentencing system in Maiiw, the flrsl state to adopt such i 
system. Rcscarchcii will cxamirK the new Code's impact 
on:  chan|[c» in sentencing practices^ possible shifts in in- 
stitutional popuUtioRi and stafrmjt patterns, resenlendog 
poltcici and procedures: the use of split-sentencing and t\- 
eculive clemency, and (he UK of restitution and community- 
bated corrections as allcrnattve ii>cans of handling crlmtital 
offenders in lieu of incarcrtation. Data on offerKlcrtwill be 
collected before artd after (he Code's impfemcntation. To be 
obtained from court records, institutional TUes and inter- 
views with key criminal justice practitioners, the data will 
include such factor> as lenience length. type of sentence 
for each orfense; the number of applications for commuta- 
tions made and giantcd; use of work [cleasc. iiutllutwnal 
fffopams, suff, and population ihiflsi and letlitulion. 

76N1-99-0126 
Title:  NEP - Phase I:  Institutional Education Progfmms for 
Inmates (from 9/28/76 - 6/27/77) 
Grantee:  Social Restontion Program, School of Education, 
Lchigh Unh'ersity, Bethlehem, Pa.   18015 
Project Director  Dr. Raymond Bell 
Amount:  $107,179 
Thii study Is designed to determine what is presently knoun 
about the cffecllvcneM and value of educational programs for 
inmates, how much more can and should be learned about 
IIK-W programs: and. if further evaluation seems warranted, 
hou this evaluation shouM be conducted. 

Special Programs. The Institute also spon- 
sors three major programs that are inlcr-disci- 
plinary: 

• The Visiting Fellowship Program 
• The National Evaluation Program 
• The Research Agreements Program, a 

pilot effort funded in FY 1975, involving 
selected universities and research organizations 
in long-term research on such subjects as the 
habitual offender. 

76-NI-994I27 
Title: National Evaluation of Restitution Programs (from 
10/1/76-9/30/78) 
Grantee: Criminal Justice Research Center, Inc., On* Alton 
Rd., Albany. N.Y.   12203 
Projett Dwector:  Dr. Marguente Wtnen 
Amount:  $367,131 
This project is asiestinf the conditions under which 
restitution may be an effective tool in dealing with criminal 
<jMendi:r»al various stages of the criminal justice system.  The 
vxpiiifncnial restitution pcogramt are beinp funded through 
'ttv- On ice of Re^ton:il Opet;iitonf in jurisdictions across the 
'•'wnifi • Offenders ^ill tw randomly assijirKd locxpcii- 
i"-nij| ^nd control vroups at each site, so the programs' 
«^tii..t* can IK asseswd with a minimum of exlrafwous 
huuitr factors. 

Visiting Fellowships. The Visiting Fellow- 
ship Program brings outstanding researchers 
and practitioners to Washington, D.C, to use 
the Institute's facilities and to share expe- 
riences, ideas, and information with the Insti- 
tute's professional staff. The emphasis is on 
creative, independent research which can 
effectively be pursued in the nation's capital. 

76-N1-994128 
Title: The American Piosamtor - A Search foe Idenliiy (from 
9/4/76 ~ 9/3/77) 
Grantee: Joan Jwoby. 150S Gtace Church Rd.. SUvcr Spring. 
Md. 20910 
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AinoHiH: SS4.779 
The purpose of this vUiiinf FcHowihip »to ex«miiic UM 

Hiuqur inftiiuiion of the AmcricAn local proKculor tnd 
documenl:  {)) the hiitoikal development of how ihc oflke 
of the ptoieculor of ifinjlcd in the United Statci and de- 
veloped 10 it) position today;(2) the prevnl diversity of the 
proiecuior'iiolc and retpontet to theK mixed enviionmcnts: 
(3) the impact of the pruscculoi's policy on ihc ctiminal 
juilice lytiem and the community, jnd(4) the emeiging roki 
of the profcrutor in terms of the changing polilical, social, and 
economic enviioflmenl and the public policy issues Ihey 
laiw. 

7^Nt99-0032 
Trtlc:   aimc Victimization. Otbcn RcpOfllns, and Orficitl 
Olmc Statistics - Viiiting Fdlow (from 10/1/75 - S/31/76) 
Grantee:  Wesley Skogan. Oepaitment of Polilical Science, 
Notlhwetiern Univnstty. 619 Clark St.. EvtoUon, 111. 60301 
Amount: $3M76 
The puipoie of this Vtuiin^ Fellowihip pioject, a continua- 
tion of 74-Nt-99-0028, was to answer three fundamental 
questions about crime in the United States, using victimisa- 
tion data: (1) whoisa viclimof aimc.and why? (2) what 
crimes are repotted to the poUce. and why? (3) which inci- 
dents ultimately appear in ofTKial citrrw stalislics. and why 
do others seem to disappear? 

76-NI-99.0077 
TKIC: Historical Trends of School Crime and Violence from 
19S0 to 1975 with Spccia] Emphtsii on Cunent Qime Spe- 
cine Security Models (from 2/9/76 - 2/8/77) 
Grantee:  Robert J. Rubd. 1139 OaUaitd Ave.. PbdinoaU 
Calif. 94611 
Amount: S43jl)65 
This Visiting FeDowship giant supported research into atnie 
and violence in the nation's public sccondaf y schools, aftd 
iiMkpth case studies of seven school Kcuriiy programs. 

76-Nt99O098 
Title: A Socio-LegiJ Study of the Private Practice of Crim- 
inal Uw (from 5/12/76 -5/11/77) 
Grantee: Paul B. Wicc, Political Science Department, 
Washington and Jeffernn Collcfe. Washington. Pa. 15301 
Amount:  S19.567 
The purpose of this Visiting Fellowship is to asseu the opeta> 
lion and impact of the aiminal lawyer on the administration 
of America's utban criminal justice system. The project foc- 
uaet on two groups:  (1) lawyers working in public defender 
programs; and (2) bwycrs workiitg as retained counsel in 
aimiiul caKS. 

76-Nl-994)l07 
Title: Sourotbooks in Foteadc Sctology (from 9/1/76 - 
n/30/77) 

Grantee: Dr. Robert Gecniden, John iay College of Qlmtwd 
Justice, Chy University of New Voik. 444 Kest S6th St.. 
New York, N.Y.I 0019 
Amount:  S45.055 
The purpose of this Viuting Fellowship » lo ptoduce Kvvial 
sourccbookson for?nMC sctoloKy. The topics to be irkiudcd 
in these sourcebooks are:  red cell and serum groups; elcciro- 
phoieut, red cell isoenzymes, scium proi<f ins, and hemo- 
globin, methods on forensic scrology; anJ biological tech- 
niques. 

76-N1-99-0108 
Title: Political Tenoriun and Law Enforcement Strategies 
(from 9/1/76 -8/31 77) 
Grantee:  Abraham H. Miller, Department of Polilical Science, 
UnKersity of Cincinnati. Gncinnati, Ohio 45221 
Amount:  $46,144 
The puipose of this Visiting FcUowslijp it to analyze ihe pat- 
terns of opcralton of terrorist groups jnd estimate the out- 
comes of the strate{!iei jnd lacitcs uxd by social control 
agents when dealing ^^'ith these groups. The grantee will 
address the following issues: (I) What Is the value of negotia- 
tion in letiorist/hostage situauons? (2) What are the cosu of 
assenting to the demands of letioriiis? (3) What is ihe role of 
the media in tenoiiM acliviiies? (4) li there a contagion 
effect? (S) Who should negotiate for society in lenoiist/hofr 
(age situations, and what types of training should these indh^ 
iduals receive? (6) Are there any psychological threads in the 
personality make-up of individual terrorists? 

National Evaluation Program.  Through its 
National Evaluation Program, the Institute 
provides practical information on the costs and 
benefits of criminal justice practices, from 
halfway houses to special patrol tactics. This 
information is useful to policymakers and 
practitioners searching for innovative programs 
or attempting to improve existing practices. 

(Note: Most NEP studies are monitoreehby 
the appropriate Institute research division- 
police, courts, corrections, etc. -and the FY 
1976 NEP awards are listed under those head- 
ings. Some FY 1976 NEPs were monitored by 
the Special Programs Division and they are 
listed below.) 

76NI-99-0018 
Vaif. NEP phase I: Court laformailon Systems (from 8/25/75 
- 3/24/76) 
Grantee:  Advenced Program Development, Justice Systems. 
The M1TR£ Corporation, P.O. Box 208, BMlford Mass. 01730 
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Project Director: Burton Kreindd 
AnwuRt: S109^2S 
This NEP project identified past ind cuirent court information 
programa, attcued the evaluation of such lystemi that hai 
been done, and reviewed the status of court information &ys- 
temi in their various forms. 

76-N1-99-0045 
Title: NEJ* PhtM I: Intensive Special hototkin (from 1/10/76 
- 8/9/76) 
Gnnlee: School of IndusuUl and Systems Engineering, 
Georgia Institute of Technology, 225 North Avenue, Atlanta, 
Ga.30332 
Project Director: Dr. Jerry Banks 
Amount: $95^30 
This study assessed the current status of special intensive pro- 
bation projects. 

76-NI-99-0090 
TiUe: Phase I Evaluatton of Street Ughtii^ Projects (from 
4/23/76 - 1/22/77) 
Grantee: Public Systems Evaluation, Inc., 675 Massachusetts 
Ave., Cambridge, Mass. 02139 
Pfojecl Director: James M. Tien, Ph.D. 
Amount: $129,624 
Thif project aswssed the state of knowledge of street lighting 
projects to determine tlie effectiveness of vaiious projects, the 
accuracy and reliability of available data in the street lighting 
area, the factors thai seem most likely to influence a project's 
success or failure, and the costs of implementing and main- 
taining alternative i>pei of street lighting systems. 

76-M-99-OI10 
lilie: National Evaluation Progjam:  Development and 
Assistance (from 6/1 7/76 - 5/16/77) 
Grantee: The Urban Institute, 2100 M Si. NW, Washington, 
D.C. 20037 
Project Director: Joe N. Nay 
Amount:  S2I44)11 
1 his technical advivoi) grant provides for the continuation of 
»u|>port in program design, development, implementation, and 
evaluation of the National Evaluation Program (NEP). The 
major written product of this effort wiU be a case study eval- 
uation of the initial FY 1975 Phase I NEP program. This case 
study will piovidi: an assessment of tltc feasibility of the NEP 
approach, a statement of programmatic problems experienced, 
a review of the products obtained, and v/ill make recommenda- 
tions for improvement of the NEP program. 

Advanced Technology. Technology con- 
tributes to the £Oal of making the criminal 
justice system more effective and responsive. 

Through its program in this area, the Institute 
helps agencies acquire the most responsive 
technology, and to apply equipment and 
scientific techniques to solve problems. 

The process involves three activities. First, 
needs arc estabhshed in coordination with 
criminal justice agencies. Evaluation of avail- 
able equipment, systems, and techniques fol- 
lows to determine their responsiveness to 
needs. Finally, if available systems are inade- 
quate or unadaptable new equipment or 
techniques are developed. 

76-NI-99^33 
Title: National Law Enforcement Equipment Informatiofi 
Center (from 9/22/75 - 9/21/76) 
Grantee: International Association of Oicf of Police, 11 
FiritrieldRd.,Gaitheisburg, Md. 20760 
Project Director: Frank Rotreraon 
Amount: 5383,740 
This project established an equipment and tedtnology ii>- 
formation ornter for use by state and local law enforcenKiil 
agencies. 

76-NI-99-009I 
Title: Laboratory ProTiciency Testing Research Project (from 
4/26/76 - 4/25/77) 
Ciante«: The Forensic Sciences Foundation, Inc. 11400 
Rock-villc Pike, Suite 515, Rockvflle, Md. 20S52 
Project Director: Kenneth S. Field 
Amount: $126^09 
This project, a continuation of 74-NI-99-0(H8. devised a natkui- 
wide crimjnalistics laboratory proHctcncy testing ptogiam. 
and assessed tlic state of the art of evidence analysis. 

76-NI-99-0099 
Title: Individualizalion of Bloodstains (from 5/20/76 - 
5/19/77) 
Grantee: Department of Chemistry, University of Pittsburgh. 
3017 Cathedral of Learning. Pittsburgh. Pa.  15260 
Project Director: Dr. Robert C. Sh^er 
Amount; SI25,O00 
This project, a continuation of grant No. 75^1-99-0011, is 
studying ways to Improve the methodologies used in the in- 
dividualizBlion of bloodstains. 

76-NI-99-0I0I 
Title: Forensic Science CcrtlTicalion Progr>m (from 5/24/76 - 
5/23/77) 
Grantee: The Forensic Sciences Foundation, inc., 1I4(K) 
RockvillcPike.RockviUe.Md. 20052 
Project Director: Kenneth S. Field 
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Amount: $l4a4}4 
Thjt profcci is a ndlnnwide propam to fadlitatc the delibera- 
tion, iciraTv'h iliucluiing, and ficM Icuing effoiti of eighl 
tcparale fotcniir xiraae cerUfintion and BCCTcdilalion pbn- 
ninf commiltftt. 

Titk: Polic* PaCtotCvSyHvint Impfovrtnenl Program (frofn 
7/9/76 - 3/8/78) 
Grantee: City of New Orleans. 1300 Perdtdo St.. New Oilcsnt. 
La. 70112 
Project Direclor: SgL Claude Schktingcr, New Otkaat D*- 
putment of Police, P^. Box 51480, New Orleans. U. 701S1 
Amount:  S77,514 
76N!-99-0lt7 
Title: Poltc* Patrol Car Systems Improvemenl Ptogram (from 
7/9/76 - 1/8/78) 
Gtantcc: City of DaOai, 2014 Haia St., [>allas, Tex. 75201 
PiojccI Director:  Dean H. Vandetbdt.Ofncc of Hanagetnent 
Services, City Hall, DaUai, Tex. 7S20I 
Amount:  $70^12 
Thr objective of ITKK grants it to apply cuiicnily available 
technology to extending the capabilitieii and producUvity of 
ihe patrol ofHccr by uie of advanced (-ommunicalioni tech- 
niques and improved vchickrconomy.ufcty.uid utility. 

MEAA-008 76 
Title: Conlracl to Evaluate the Ulilily of Dial-up Visual 
Communications in Ihe Criminal Justice Syttem (from 
9/2/75 - 6/30/76) 
Concractor: The MITRE Coipoeatloa. Weslgate Rctearck Park. 
McLean, Va. 22101 
ftoject Director: Warren Eliot 
Amount:  5267^24 
This progiim invoke Ihe deticn. implementation, and evalua- 
tion of a vinial communications system interconnecting the 
principal criminal justice offkei in the Phoenix, Atlzoni, area. 

JLEAA-OI4-76 
Title: DevelopingStandards for State Person^ Identity Sys- 
tems (from 1/15/76 - 1/15/77) 
Conuacur: The MITRE Corporation, Bedford, Mass. 01730 
Project Dircciof; Thomas Kabaatrvicc 
Amount: SS5360 
The purpow of this conlracl was to develop standards fdr up- 
pading state pctsonal identity systems. The contiacloi derined 
ways in which vehicle operator's permits and bitth certiUcates 
arc used as personal identity documents in the 50 slates, and 
formuUted desired char ad eristics of state identity syircms that 
would enhance legitimate use of the sytiemi and minimize 
Uegitimate use. 

LEAA-I^AA 034-6 
Title: Anti-Tcnorism Reaeaich aid Equipmcnl Devdopmcat 

Contractor:  VS. Arms Control and Otumiameni Agency, 
Room 5725, 320 - 21st St.. N.W. Wa^ingmn. DJC 

Project Director:  Dr. Robert Kupperman 
Amount: $610,000 
The purpoK of ihii ptojcct is to;  (Udcveh^p and undertake 
arulyticat efforts to atKts tcnorisl threat L^pabililies and pro* 
vide a basis for decision-makers al \ariiHii \i\<h of (ovcinment 
lo tope wnh expanded terrorist ihte^iiv, and ( 2) develop limited 
advanced prototype hardware intended lo detect.assess, clas- 
sify, and counteract a \^tde range of advanced weaponiy which 
rruy be utilized by lenoriit $roup». 

Evaluation 

In addition to providing information on key 
topics on a quick-response basis through the 
National Evaluation Program, the Institute 
also sponsors full-scale evaluations of m^or 
national-scale LHAA programs and state and 
local innovations with nationwide implications. 
The results of these and other criminal justice 
evaluations are shared with state and local offi- 
cials through publication and dissemination of 
selected reports and through the development 
of an archive repository of a wide range of 
evaluation documents maintained by the Na- 
tional Criminal Justice Reference Service. Fi- 
nally, the Institute supports a research program 
to develop evaluation techniques that are more 
reliable, sensitive, and economical in assessing 
criminal justice programs. 

The goal of these efforts is to develop sound 
information on the costs, benefits, and limita- 
tions of various approaches-information that 
can guide officials in improving program per- 
formance and allocating scarce resources where 
they are likely to do the most good. 

76-NI-IO-OOOl 
Title:  Evaluation of the Elimlnarlon of Plea Bargaining in 
AUska (from 3/1/76 - 2/28/78) 
Grantee: Alaska Criminal Justice Planning Agency, ?owA At, 
Juneau, Alaska 99801 
Project Director:  Michael L. Rubinstein. Alaska ludkial 
Council, 303 K St.. Anchorage, Alaska 99501 
Amount: S300.OS0 
This project will deteimine the extent lo which the no-plea- 
baigalning policy is. In fact, being implemented, ihe problems 
of implementation, and the impact of the policy on the a)nr> 
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taul Justice tyUem in AlxJu.in utmsof Mich issues at costi 
•nd time involved in proccising cam, cases screened out by 
the piosecutoi, guOty plexs by derendants, convictions, aeva- 
ity of Kniences. etc. 

Tide:  Model Evaluation Propam (from 9/1/7S - 8/31/77) 
Giantec: Office of Community Develof ment. State of 
Waihington, 107 Inturance Building, Olympia. Wash. 98504 
Project Director:  Jack Darby 
Amount:  SI7336« 
With this grant, the Washington Law and Justice Planning 
Office asiessed its evaluation needs and Is developing a sute> 
wide criminal justice evaluation training and support proi^ram. 

76-NI-99^>030 
Title: Proposal to Evaluate OieNelghborteodTetmPoUcini 
Demonstration Profram (from 9/20/75 - 9/19/77) 
Grantee: The Urban Institute. 2I00M St. ^fW. Waihin(ton, 
D.C.20037 
Project Directof:  Peter B. Bloch 
Amount:  $392,443 
This project is evaluating the Inititute-qKinsoted replication 
of the fuU^iervlce, neighborhood team potk:ing technique in 
six cities to assess its effectiveness and effidenc). 

76-NI-99-0039 
Tide: Continuation of the Evaluation of Community Tmt- 
ment for Adult Offenden (from I2M5/75 - 12 14/76) 
Grantee: Graduate Studies Reseaich, The Florida Stilt 
Untverally. Tallahassee, Ra. 32306 
Project Director:  Dr. Charles Wdlford 
Amount:   SI63.793 
The purpose of this project was to extend and complete the 
evaluation of the Des Moine> Community-Based Corrections 
program replication begun urtder Grant No. 74-M-99-O05I. 
The evaluation asseiied the effects of each of the components 
of the replication program, as well as the ovetatl impact of the 
program on each local criminal justice system. 

76-N1-99-0043 
Title: Computers and the Police: An Evatuation of dw UM^ 
Implementation, and Imp*ct of Information Tcchrkologjr 
(from 12/15/75- 12/14/76) 
Grantee:  Department of Urban Studies and naMtiag, 
Massachusens Institute of Technology. Cantbridie, MaM 02139 
Project Director:  KcniW. Colton 
Amount:  S38,7SS 
The purpose of this project was to describe the present UKS, 
problems. ar>d impact of automated information systems aitd 
computei technology on police departments witliin the 
United Slates. 

76.N|.99^XM4 
Title:  BibtJogiapfay and Fcaaibitily and Deaign Pioject DM 
Deterrence (from 1/15/76-5/31/77) 
&antre: Hudson Institute, Inc.. Quakce Ridys Rd., Croton- 
on-Hud9on,Wutchest«r,N.Y. 10520 
Project Director:  Err»est van den Haag 
Amount:  $43^625 
The purpose of this study was to prepare an annotated bibli- 
ogiiphy of the literature on general deterrence. The primary 
focus was on the interreUtions among factors related to piA- 
ishmcnt and threats of punishment and their deterrence effee- 
tivencss. 

76-r<l-99-0075 
Title: Governors' Stndy of Mar^iuM FVMltiea and holicies 
(from 4/14/76- 10/13/76) 
Grantee:  National Governors* Clonference. 1 ISO I7di St. NW, 
Washington. Dr. 20036 
Project Director: Thad U Beyle 
Amount:  S84,141 
This grant provide funds for a study of existing marijuaaa 
penalties and policies, and proposed changes. The final 
npoiX.Mari/uana.A Study of Siair Polictn And Penalties. 
gives decisionmakets the social arguments for and against 
changes in marijuana icfiilations. the experiences of stairs 
that have dci.rimiruili/cd nurijuana consumption; and an 
analysis of legislative and policy options available to state 
cxecutnxs- 

76-NI-99-0040 
Title:  Evaluation of the Court Employment Project: N«w 
York City (from 12/29/75 - 9/30/77) 
Grantee: Vera Institute of Justice. 30 East 39th St, Nrw 
York. N.Y. 10016 
Project Director: Sally BaVer 
Amount:  S260,122 
This grant supports an e^perimenial design to determine 
whether the Court Employment Program in Nc* York City 
is achieving its stated objectives of (I) reducing recidivism and 
(2) enhancing educational and employment opportunities for 
parik^wau. 

76-NI-994J076 
Title:  Reducing the Crime Rate through IncapadUtlon and 
Deterrence (from 4/t9/76 - 4/18/77) 
Grantee: The Urban Institute, 2100 M St. NW, Waahingtoo, 
D.C. 20037 
Project Director:  Barbara L. Bolaitd 
Amount;  $120,801 
This project cuntinucd earlier research on detcnence by 
eumining the compirative effects of increased police expendi- 
tures and specific policing methods. The project examined the 
effcctiveneu of incapacilation in reducing atme, altempUng 
to differcnliaic between deterrence and incapadtation effects. 
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7«-N1-99^)078 
Title: Nittonil Lrvcl Evaluation of the Improved Lower 
Court Cue Handling Demonftration Program (fiom 2/27/76 - 
8/26/77) 
Granm: The MITRE Corporation. Wcalgiie Rnraich Park, 
McUan,Va. 22101 
Project Directot:  Eleanor Chrtimtky 
Amount:  $278^99 
Thii project is examining (he IniiitutCHpoiuored Improved 
Lower Court Case Handtii^ i>ic£ram horn a vaikty of per- 
tpcctlves, aaoss prop'ain componenti tn4 across pro-am 
dttt. 

7V-NI-994M1S4 
Ttde: rortUndReveneRccordaClMck (from 4/9/76-4/8/77) 
Gnntec: Oregon Reaearcti ImtiMtc, P.O. Box 3196, Eugene, 
Ore 97403 
Pao^l Difcctor:  Dr. Anne L Sclmeldci 
Amoonu S9S^3 
This study involved sc^rcKin; ihc ofricia) riksorcttmes 
reported to police in Putlbnd, Oregon, to locate those aimes 
tepoiled in the 1974 Portland vKtimizalton survey, and to 
compare ihc claisificilion of the incident by ihe police with 
the cUsiificalion uwd in the itirvcy data. An analyiiiwas 
undertaVen of (he diffeiences between the survey and police 
dtstiTications, at %vcll as oT the fKiots that contiS)ulc to dl»- 
cicpancies in clasnfication. The icscarch also analyzed differ- 
encesand simituities between victimizaiion crime data artd 
offkial aime diita at teporlcd by police dcpatlmentL 

76^l-994)092 
rtde: Natioful Level Evaluation of the CtfcnCrimteaJ Pro- 
irtm (from 4/21/76 - 4/20/78) 
Granlec: The MITRE CorporatkHi, Wetlgale Reseatdi Park, 
McLeafi.Va. 22101 
Plpfact Director:  Ms. Eleanor Oielimilcy 
Amount:  1384^80 
Till crahiation is directed at ettabliihinc whether the selective 
prosecution of habtlual aiminab is an efrc£livc means of 
reducing crime. Four utcs that have implemented career 
cTtmirul piogiamt wBl be studied to learn how the program 
affected their ongoing prosecutorial procedures, and how 
wcccisful each site was in prosecuting and incapacitating 
career offertders. The impact of Ihc program on local crime 
will be assessed by using two innovative statistical lechnkjues 
that will distinguish actual from normal variations in local 
atmc latei, and Ihe effects of incapacitating individual offeod- 
en from the effects of deUnenct. 

76-NI-99K)094 
Title:  New Hampshire Model Evaluation Program (from 
S/14/76-5/13/78) 
Grantee: Governoc'iCommiiuon on Crime and Delinquency, 
G^A. PUu Building «3, 169 Manchulcr St..Concord, N.H. 
03301 

Amoutrt: 1123,086 
This grant it pt>ividin^ assistance tade\rIop 10 to 12 siandaid- 
ijed evaluation module* that can he utibied hy the New 

.   Hampiliirc SPA to a^vts 400 individual pro)e<:T>.  Ihtsi^il! 
permit the N<* Mjmpshirc SPA to produce rfojeci-kvcl and 
pro^>m-k>cl evaluations. 

76-NI-99-009S 
Title:  Phase II Evaluation of an Implemented AVM SyMcm 
(from 5/13/76     8/11/77) 
Grantee:  Public Systems Evaluation. Inc., 675 MasiachuaclU 
Avc.. Cambrtdge, Mass. 02139 
Project Directot:  Dr. Richard C. Larson 
Amount:  Jl50.000 
Tliisevahjjlton is a continuation of Orani No. 7S-N1-99-0014. 
which altempied to aueu the el(eciKrn<ss ot computer 
technology in Irackini tite location of police vchiclev While 
that evalualion gcnciaicd useful infomMtion ibout the cap- 
abilitici and limitations of ihc implemenicd s> >iem. it was not 
able to establisli conclusive findln^t about its rl'fectiveness. 
due chiefly to recurring equipment deficicncitrs which have 
since been corrected. This evaluation wiilesubli^h more con- 
clusive findings of the erfcctiver)C»of the improved cquip- 
iTKnt, which has now been implemented ctty-wide. 

76-N1-99-OI0O 
Title:  Evahiation of H«M»chus«tti Gun Law (ftom bflfK - 
5/31/78) 
Grantee:  Trusleesof Boston University, Boston Untverrity 
Center for Criminal Justice, 209 Bay State Rd.. Boston, Masa. 
02215 
Pioijcct Director:  Profeiaof Sheldon Kranti 
Amount:  1298.000 
In 1975, the Slate of Massachusetts enacted new provtsiom 
for the handling of gun offenses that prohibited diargc reduc- 
tions by prosecutors and made rrundaloty sentences of at 
kast one year for those convicted of iUe^aDy carryirtg a fire- 
arm. These restrictions on the usual divretion of proKCutors 
and judges Vkcte expected to luughcn cruriui^l justice sanc- 
tions artd, thereby, lower gun-ielated crime. This icseafch is 
studying that chain of assumptions. 

76N199-0IUS I 
Title: Regulatory Policies and Crime(from 6 16/76 - 8/J1/78) 
Grantee: Stanford Law School,Crown Quadrangle. Sisnfonl 
University. Stanford.Calif. 943QS 
Project Ditector:  Profesaor John Kaplan 
Amount:  $55,232 
This research is preparing a sciici of monographs analyrirtg 
how governmental policies regulating the availability of heroin, 
akohot. and handguns influence the levels and patterns of 
crime. The effects of present and piiot regulatory approaches 
in tliese aieas will be evaluated and the mechanisms by which 
each of the controlled materbls affect ctiminalit> wdl be 
explored. The purpose ii to collect ind otgantzc curteni kK>w- 
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Wge kboul the erfccit of t «dciil, state, ind loc«) apptoachei 
loconirolluig the avsibbiliiy of these maleriili, tnd to identify 
mnd afKM the probable tocial com and benents of » wide range 
or possible governmenial tntavenlioni aimed at impacting 
crime. 

76-N1-99-0IIS 
Title: Continuatioa of New Yoik Dru| Law Evahtatioii 
Projecl (from 7/15/76 - 9/30/77) 
Grantee: AsKKiatton of the Bar of the City of New York 
Furtd. Inc., 42 West 44th St., New York. N.Y. 10036 
Projecl Director:  Anthony F. Japha. New Yofic Drug Law 
Evaluation Profect. 36 West 44th St., New York, N.Y. 10036 
Amount:  J4S7,S75 
Thii project ii testing the argumentt and queitjons raised by 
proponents and opponent! of New York's Uriel neu- drug 
laws. It is meaiuring, both quaniilattvely and quali(alively, 
the impact of the nc<& laws on the aiminal juitice system, on 
drug users, and on dtug abuse pstierru. It is also attempting 
to weigh the costs to society of implementing the laws against 
(he bcnefitiderived from them. 

J-LEAA-006-76 
Title: Contract for the AsMssmentof the NILECJ Research 
Program and Development of a Researdi Agenda on Deterrence 
Measurement (from 7/28/75 - 12/31/76) 
Grantee: National Academy of Sciences, 2101 Constitution 
Ave..WjuhtngtDn.D.C. 20419 
Project Director: Susan White 
Amount:  $267,200 
The Academy's As!^mbly of Behavioral and Social Sciences 
undertook two ^>ccinc tasks:  (l)an assessment of the overall 
program of research and devrlopmcnl tponsoied by NILECJ 
since 1968; and (2) the formulation of a long-teim agenda for 
tcseaich on the effectiveness of deterrence policies.  The first 
task ttasdone by a multidiiciplinaty committee of specialists 
in sociology, psycholof;y, political science, econom ics. statistics, 
criminology, and engineering. A special panel was established, 
under the mpervision of this Committee, to carry out the sec- 
ond task. Including a review of the technical literature on detei- 
(cncc. 

76 Nl 99-0136 
Title:  Nation^ Evaluation of Jury Utiliution and Management 
Demonstiatwn Program (from II/1/76 - ID/'31/78) 
Grantee:  Irutitute for Business, Law, and Social Reseanh, 
Ocighton University. 2500 CUIifomia St.,Omaha, Nebr. 68178 
^oject Director:  Ingo Keilitz, Director of Social Science Pro- 
grams, Oelghton University instifutc for Busiaes, Law.uid 
Social Research 
Amount:  S86386 
This study is bated on the extensive research in the area already 
conducted by Bird Ln^inecring Company. By compiling data 
lor a number of demonstration and comparison courts aaoss 
• imc, ihi^ project «MU provide informalion on the relative bme- 

nu to be gained from tcformof lbc)ury orstcmv 

J-LEAA-025-76 
TiUc: Sapport Scfvini fcir Ihc Natioaal Cbnfeteace oa Crtaaiaaal 
Justice Evaluabon 
Contractor: Koba Aiaociales. Inc.. 2001 S St.. NW, WaAingtOA 
DJC. 
Project Dir«ctor: Gcoegctte Semtck 
Amount:  $78^00 
This contract provided administrative and logistical support for 
the NILECJ-sponiored NationaJConfcrenoe onCrimtnal 
Justice F-vahialion held on Fcburary 22-24. 1977, in Washington 
D.C. More than 200 speakers and 1,100 attendees paiticipate^l 
in the conference, which presented evaluation methodsaod 
results (or a wide range of programs. 

LEAA-J-IAA-027< 
Title: InstrumcntMion and FoUow-op of TA9C COcutt 
(9/15/76-3/31/78) 
Contractor: OfTic* of Prqgram Derdopment and Aitalysii, 
National Institute on Dnif Abuae, 11400 RockvOk, Md. 208S 2 
Project Directoe: Han^ M.Cinzbufg 
Amount:  $210,000 
This inteiagency ai^rcement provides funds for devekrping 
research instruments for collecting data on ctimitui justice 
clients while in drug treatinent i^ograms, and in treatment 
foUow-up.  Emphasis will be placed on TASC clients, but 
other criminal justice clients will be included, and both wiD 
be compared with norxriminal justice clients as weD as with 
each other. 

l-LEAA-006-76 
Ttde: Contract Analyses and Report of LEAAAsscsanenl 
(from 8/28/75 - 2/28/76) 
Contractor: Executive Managentent Stwicc. Inc., Sidto 404. 
2201 Wilson Blvd., Arlin^n. Va. 22201 
Project Director: Mark Alger 
Amount:  $21,310 
The object of this contract was to conduct i thorough reriew 
of past evaluations of LEAA programs to identify in a system- 
atic way both strong and weak points of programs uiKlertaken, 
stgniTicant projects funded, artd administrative problems identi- 
ficd. Drawmgon this review, the contractor idcntiTtcd signifi- 
cant accomplishments artd deficiencies of LEAA-funded pro- 
grams and projects, and prepared a lisl of cnch. 

Purchaie Order 6-0282-J-LEAA 
Tide: To produce a Resorch Report on the ImpUcationaof 
Revenue Sharir^ for the Law Enforcement Asaiatance Admiol»- 
Cration" 
Contractor:  Bro<^n^ Institution,Wadiington. D.C 
Projecl Director:  Richard P. Nathan 
Amount:  S8.311 
The purpose of this contract was to deteimine whether g 
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tcv<nu< fhuinj ftmdihavT really bc«n uied for law enforcc- 
mcnl to the extent indicated by ofOcial Ticituty Dcpailmcni 
suiliitics. The itudy utilizctdjia developed by itic Brookii^t 
Instiluiioii in iit ongoing inonitoitng icw4rc)i on IIK fcncral 
revenue dialing piogram and "Actiul-UK" tcpoils on revenue 
during tubmilted la tlie U.S. OfTtce of Revenue Shvincby the 
recipient juiitdktions of these funds. Datii for 1973 and 1974 
foi approximjiely 30 local govemnKnit MXIC used in the umplc. 

Ttie retuttsof thisanalyui showed that officially reported 
expenditures of shored revenue on bw enforcement compiled 
by the TKUur> Depirtment's Office of Roenue Sharing »eic 
•ix limes greater than the tiew ipcndin; for this purpose out of 
tcvcnue iharing identiTicd in the Biookings Held rciejrch for 
1973.and four timcsgicatci in 1974. Differences ate greutcKl 
Tor larger units, those under ihc greatest fiKal pressure, those 
locaud in the Nottheasi, and for niunktpal govcmmcnti 
gcneially. 

Technology Transfer 

Research findings arc translated into action 
and successful programs are transferred from 
one part of the country to another- through 
several approaches: 

Model programs arc derived from Exemplary 
Projects (outstanding local projects suitable 
for adaption to other locations) and 
Prescriptive Packages (compilations of the most 
successful approaches being used to solve a 
criminal justice problem). Monographs docu- 
ment good projects or highlight issues raised 
by studies of several similar programs. 

Training workshops arc designed to acquaint 
key decision-makers with advanced techniques, 
usually based on research fmdings or a model 
program. 

Field tests arc funded to give greater 
visibility to a few especially promising tech- 
niques, and to test their effectiveness in 
another setting. 

The National CriminalJustice Reference 
Service provides a full range of clearinghouse 
services for researchers and practitioners. 

76-NI-99002I 
Tide:  Victim,'^'!Ineu Assistance Programs:  A PrcKrlptive 
Package (from 8/I5/7S - 8/14/76) 
Grantee:  Blackitonc Inititulc, 2309 Calvett Si. NW, 

Washington. DC. 20008 
Project Director:   Richardson While, Jr. 
Amount:  S59.967 
This project jddrc^wd M pointi of conuci beiMeen the 
vKiim and nimeuand the ciiminat i>sicm.  Po:ential 
icivices and approaches to tlie dcli\«ty of vet\ices are 
addressed in the manual and merits and problc-r^sof each 
approach are discussed. Vicltm compcnsaiion i> also reviewed. 

76NI-99-0O4I 
Title:  Prrtenlencc Rcpovt Handbook and Special Piogrami 
in Probation and Paxolc (from 12/22/75 - 1177) 
Grantee:   University Justice Associates. Inc.. J60I S. Flower 
St, Los Angeles, Calif. 90007 
Piojecl Difcclor:  Robert M. Carter 
Amounl:  $99,679 
This grant developed i«o Prc«criptiv« Picka^^ thjt synthctt/cd 
research and evaluation jnd the most iucCl.•^^Il.I ;urrcnl prac- 
tices in developing prescntcnce reports and operating special 
probation and parole programs. The rcpoii in<.l ides model 
puidclmcs and recommendations to help prob.ition and parole 
officials belter rcspoitd to IIK needs of thecour; in providing 
appropriate sentencing Information and a >Mdcr range of 
lenicncing options. 

76-NI-99-004 2 
Titk*. (1) Policing by Objecln'es and (2) Police Records Systems 
Presciipltvc Package Series (from 12/1S/ 7S • 5 I ^77) 
Gtintee: Social Devclopmcnl Corporation. 4905 Delray Avc., 
Bethcsda, Md. 20014 
Project Director: Ralph Showaiter 
Amount: $119,888 
The ptirwipal focus of the "Policing by Objectives" Presaiplive 
Package is Ihc application of MBO and simitar planning lech- 
niqucs to police management. The "Pobce Records Systems" 
Prescriptive Package eoncenlraics on the infcrmation need* 
of medium and small police departments without the financial 
resources of larfc departments with fully developed automated 
systems. 

76-NI-99-0055 
Title: Police Patrol Str«tegJfs(from 2/1/76 - 2 1/77 
Grantee: Untvenity City Scie-nce Center. 1717 Mas»achuaells 
Av« NW, Suite 604, Washington, DXT. 20036 
Project Director: Th«odorc Schcll 
Amount: $92,963 
The purpose of ihisftrani was to develop two Prescriptive 
Packages on police patrol strategic*, one of u hich addresses 
general pievcntivc patrol and the other spcii^lued pitroL 
Together, they will give police idmiristrators with guidelines 
for planning, implementing, and evaluating speciric patrol 
ptaclices determined to be most effective by the National 
Evaluation Program. 

94-928 0-78-23 
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7&-fil-99O09i 
Tide: Th« Consolidition of Smalt Law Enforccmenl As*nries 
(from 5/10/76-3/9/77) 
Contee:  Intomaliontl Trtinini. ReiCMch, ind tviluafion 
Council. 210 E. Broad St.. Filli Chuah. Va. 22016 
Piojecl Diteclor: Terry KocpwU 
Amount:  S61,944 
A PtcKnptive Package ii bein^ developed to explore queitions 
about the nature and value of small police agencjr conralida- 
Iion, to arikuUte the conditions under which tmall ajiency 
contolidjiion ihould be conudeicd and how It ihould be 
planned, implemented, and evaluated; and to tdenttfv the iv 
iuei that mutt be tewKcd prior to and during the implement 
tatton of such a mericer 

76N1-990I05 
Title: Anglo-American Action RcMuch Program (from 
5,24/76-5/2i/77) 
Oaniec: Veia Inititute of Justice, 30 East 39t)i St.. New 
York. N.y.  10016 
Project Director: Michael Smith, c/o Innet London 
Probation and Aftercare Service, 73 Grant Peter St., London. 
S\MP 28.N 
Amount: S50.000 
Thtt g;ant helps maintain the Vera Institute office in London, 
F.nfland. for the purpose of examining Engliih criminal 
judicc practices. idcniii.Mng innovative opeiationat prognms. 
sumnurtzinp these pro^-iami for U^. divsemirution. and 
recommending U.S. c\pctimenialion Kith selected finiislt 
models. 

76NI-99-0I23 
Title:  PicKflptive Package: Polk* Diwnton of Juvenilei 
ffrom 8/16/76-5/15/77) 
Grantee:  National Center for Juvenile Justice. 3900 Frobes 
Ave.. Pittsburgh. Pa.   15260 
Project Director  Hunter HursI 
Amount:  SS9^72 
Thf purpose of this iiudy is to develop a Prcsaipliv^' Packu.c 
thjl mil provide pracncJl guidelines for pbnninf. opcraiinv'. 
and c^aluatiny formjlucd divcrriion piocramiu ithiii poli^'i.' 
Juvenile unit*. The mjnual »M11 focus on dcvetopmB effective 
divvtMon standards and service modeK for juvenile officers. 
<nd for providing due pioccu protection for youth. 

76.N|.99^0I24 
Title:  A Prescriptive Package on Unification of State Courts 
(from 9/1/76 - 9/30 77) 
Grantee:   American Judicature Society.200 W. Monroe. 
Suite 1606.Chicago. Ill   60606 
Project Pireclot:  Allan Ashman 
AmO'ot:   S70.S4I 
Tht* PresetipiivrPackape isdetifned to puide Hates 
I'OMdrnny Ihc unificaiinn of their court s) ttem   The project 
* lit jrcncral* a number of conceptual models foi both 

centralized administTatfcm i 
courts. 

d structural coniotidaliofi of 

76-NI-99-013O 
Title:  Security Techniques for Small Buartesses (ttom 
9/30/76- 7/31/77) 
Grantee:  Criminal Justice System Research Department, 
METREK Division,The MITRE Corporation. l820DoDey 
Madison Boulevard. McLean, Va.   22101 
Project Director:   Elearsor Chelimsky 
Amount:  S59,932 
Althoujth small businesses suffer the greatest amount of lones 
through burglary. robb«r>'. ihopltTtinf;. and emptoyce theft, 
little has been done to aid them in carrying out simple, cost* 
effective analyses of the various protective measures avaUablr. 
The principal focus of this guni it to produce a oompre- 
hensive, non-technical, lepori tKit gives small businesses 
this kirKl of practical information- It will provide specific 
f:uidetines for assessing and selecting appropriate security 
techniques and for imptemenltn): a security program based 
on the particular needs of the imiivldual buiirten 

76-NI-99-0139 
Title:  Prescriptive Packigec School Vandzlism (ffOm 
10/12/76 -8/11/77) 
Grantee:  The CouncD of the Grtat Ofy Sclioob« 1707 H St. 
NW, Washington. D.C 20006 
Project Director:   Milton Bifu 
AriKkunt:  $58,408 
This study it dcvclopinf; a practical handbook for school 
administrators, teachers, police, and community organiza- 
tions who are attempting to reduce the amount of vand&Usm, 
theft, and destruction within the public schools. Ii wiU 
provide guidelines and working models covering the broad 
spectrum of anti-vandali»n approaches, ranpng from 
buildin; security and target hardening through architectural 
desii-'n to institutional changes, and human and comnninity 
relaitoni. 

JLEAA-02276 
Title:  Advanced CJ Training Seminars and Demonstrttioii 
Seminars (from 5/27/76 - 5/31 /78) 
Contractor:  University Researcli Corporation. 5530 WiKoute 
Ave, NW. Washington. D.C. 20015 
ftojtct Director:  Sheldon Steinberg 
Amount:  $1,500,000 
This contTBCi supports the Advanced Crimmal Justice Training 
Workshop Pruf lam and related technology itansfer activities. 
The workshops, seminars, and conferences, presented in all 
10 LEAA regions, are designed and conducted by the 
contractor. The workshops include techniques for improving 
criminal investigation procedures, decreasing the outbreak 
of disturbances in priwns through the ute of arbiltatitjn 
methods, and reducing the amount of Itnic jurors must spend 
waitirtg in court. 
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JLEAA-030-76 
Title: ExcmpUiy Project* Piotnm (from 10/1/76 - 3/31/79) 
CoatrKtor Abl Auocialet. Inc.. SS Whcelet St.. Cambridge, 
Mass. 
Ptojcct Director: Joan Mullen 
Amount:  S59S.4SI 
Tbiiptojccl cuntinuciconlticlor support in two phaKSof ihe 
Exemplary Project* program:  (I) The tcieenlng of written 
rrMterialsdctciibing criminal justice projects piopoicd for 
cxempUry status and short, on-iilc vulidstion of those pio)ects 
thai appear to be luccetsfuUy reducing crime or producing a 
measurable improvement in the operations and quality of 
crimfaul justice; and (2) Comprehensively documenting such 
pioicclsao that oihci communities may understand and 
cmubie the su«xstrul pfojcci evpeiicnce. 

76TA-99 1000 
Title: On-Sitc Technotogy Transfer in Advanced Criminal 
Justice Prufiams (from S/19/76- 11/18/77) 
CraDtee:  Public Technology, Inc., 1140 Connrcticul Ave. 
NW. Washington. D.C. 20036 
Pra^ct Director: Joseph Carbon 
Amoani:  $209/(96 
To extend the bencfilsof NILbCJ-spontorcd seminars and 
workshops in advanced atmitui justice praclicrs, agencies 
that have had particular success or extensive experience in 
a given area are identified and asked to act as hosts to 
qualiTted.sciiioi peisonncl. These priictitioiKts visit the 
host-site to observe Ihe program in action, and to understand 
the practices and constrainis and other factors involved in 
implementing the partlcubr cibninal Jitttlce pri^rani. 

J'LEAA-010-7S 
Title: NationalCrimfatal Justice Reference Service (from 
9/11/74 to 9/11/77) 
Conmclor: General Electiic Company. 1400 Wilson 
Boulevard, Arlington, Va. 22209 
Proiccl Director: Joseph G. Cady, General Electric 
Amount:  $2,200,000 (FY 1976 increment) 
An inlcrnatinn^ information service, the NattonJ Criminal 
Justice Reference Service provides informallon to the nation's 
atminaljustice community and f ovcrnmenl offlaals <t the 
r-cderal, stale. »nd local level, at well at to unrvertities, profcv 
slunal associations, commercial and pUnninn or^aniijtions, the 
general pubhc.and criminal justice profevsionals abroad. It 
acquires, indexes, abstracts, stores, tctitcves and diiinbutes 
reports and Information on all aspects of law enfoiLcmcnt arwl 
criminal justice. NCJRS also offers UKIS a range of reference 
and referral services. 

Project Dbcctoi:  IVider Konz 
Amount:  S17S.000 
Ttie 1973( rime Control Act directed ihelnMitu .; to serve ji 
an intetrulionaKlcaringhouw. Thugunt WdSdi'iicrwd lo 
suppfirt thiimctcaicdrcponsibility. Giant support **is 
provided loUNSDRI to expand the NCJRS data h^isc with 
matcrul produced from foreign research and phnniny: 
develop etchani'c arranpemcnts for two-way di%'.cminalion: 
produce ttanslaiiont and bibliographies uf sigruficani foreign 
lan^ujge research pubticiiions; and create an av arcness of the 
need for communication nf H'chnical Informaii'-n anrtong 
countries faced u ilh simUii problems. 

Exemplary Projects Selected in 1976 

MasoT Offense Bureau 
Bronx County. New York 

Rapc/Sexual Assault Care Center 
Des Moines. Iowa 

Creighlon Legal Infonnalion Center 
Omalia, Nebraska 

Prescriptive Packages Published in 1976 

Rape and Its Victims 
Police Robbery Control Manual 
Police Burglary Control Programs 
Managing Criminal Investigations 
Offender and Ex-Offender Job Training and 
Placement 
MBO:  A Corrections Perspective 
Grievance Mechanisms in Correctional 
Institutions 
Health Care in Correctional Institutions 
Multi-Agency Narcotics Units 
Paralegals:  A Resource for Public Defenders 
and Correctional Services 
Child Abuse Intervention 
The Prosecutor's Charging Decision 

JLEAA-015-76 
Title:  Iniemaiional acaring^ouse on Crime. Deviance and 
Social Control (from S/19/76 lo 5/19/77) 
Gnntcc:  Cnttcd Nations Social Dcteace Rcceaicblosiitiila 
(UNSDRl) Via Ciulia S3 Rome, Italy 

76-Ni-99-0026 
Tkk:  Aiaiatance to TaakForoffOM Criminal lustier Rcacardi 
and Developmcnl (from I0/1/7S - 8/31/76) 
Grantee:  The Rarsd Cocporalton, 1700 Main SL. Santa 
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Monic>.CaUr. 90406 
Piojcct Director:  Dr. P*tcr Greenwood, Profxam MuUfcc, 
Criminal Justice Program, The Rand Corporation 
Amount:  S300,000 
The (lantee piovidrd adiiiinistrstivc and tUff luppoit for the 
Reieuch and Development Titk Force of (he Nilional 
Adviwry Commillcc on Ctuninal Juitice Standaidi and Coali. 
The ita^ conducted tcicaich. rcvKwed reporti and dau baiei. 
ananfcd meetinjti of ihc Ink (-'oroe. cecuied ipecbliied 
contullantt poucsun^ knowkdcc and fimitiarity with the 
problcmt and itsues of rcwaich and development, and 
provided information to Tatk Force memberi for their 
dctibctationt in tcviewin£ and approving spedfic reieacch 
and (tandatdt and foili for ttate and local {overnmcntt and 
membett of Ihc general research community. 

76-NI-W-009* 
Title:  A Research Symporium on Crime Reduction in Urban 
Low-lnoonw Ar«a« (from S/17/76 - 11/16/76) 
Grant**: Joint Center for Political Smdies/Howard Univ*rtify, 
1426 H SI. NW, Suite 926. Washington, D.C.  20005 
Piojecl Directoi:  Di. Herrington J. Bryce, Director. Public 
Policy FcUowt Program. Joint Center for Political Studies 
Amount:  S24,428 
The objective of this project was to bring logcihri a group of 
high tanking black police orndah for the purpose of 
exploring, from their unique perfpective, mech.initmi for 
de«Ung with the problem of crime in urban and low-incom* 
areai, ipecifically the minority community. 

tlon, 1666 Cbiuwctkttt Av*. NW, Wuhif«lDn. DJC 30009 
Piojcct Dlr*cloT: Dt. Harold Wool 
Amount:  $M24^93 
The purpoH of thii contract U to continue the larwy of exbl- 
ing and future personnel needs in law enforcement and criminal 
Justice and the adequacy of Federal, Stale, and local programi 
to meet these needs. 

LEAAlAA-02-6 
Title: Occupational Q>dins for Census EC Survey Intangeocy 
Agre«m«nt with the Bureau of the Ceaws, DepartiDMrt of Com- 
m«rc«, Wishiryton, D.C 20233 
Project Director:  Robert Mai^ld 
Amount:  {20,000 
The object of this ioteragency agreement is to provide suppor- 
tive daU for the joint Bureau of the Cennu/National Oinlnal 
Justice Information and Sutistki Service (NCJISS) Survey of 
criminal Justice emfdoyees. 

J-LEAA-012-76 
Tltto: Stipport Services for the Advisory CommltiM of 
NIl-EO (from 9/29/75 - 3/26/76) 
Criniec:  DAMANS and Associates, 14929 WcUwood Rd.. 
Silver Spring, Md. 20904 
Project Director:  Henry C. Ccsanave. Jr. 
Amount:  S43.92I 
The objective of this procurement was to provide admtnis- 
irativt lupporl for the work of the Advisory Committee of 
•he National Institute   The contractor made travel and 
accommodations arrangemenis, produced and diiicminated 
nuirruli to support the agenda items, arranged for transcrip- 
(Ion of all mcctiniES, maintained meeting records, prepared 
nummary reporlsof meetings from the transcripts,and 
prepared special reports is requested by the Project Monitor, 

Manpower Programs 

JUAA-03S-74 
litic: A Nationwide Survey of Law Enfbrccmcnt ind Dimfnal 
Juiiicc Personnel Needs and Resources 
(^Mractot: The Research Center, National Planning Asaoci*- 
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Appendix C 
Publications of the 
Notional Institute 

Currvntly Available Documents 
(See footnotes below for ordering iitfomwtion) 

Grant/Conlract 
Number 

J-LEAAOM-74 

J-LEAA-014-74 

Nl-70-074 

NI-71-143-PO 

Nl'71-126 

Nl •69-095 

NI-71-157 

72-NI-99-O001 

73-NI-99-O001 

72-N1-99-OO01 

^LEAA-014-74 

NI-700S3 

i-LEAA-014-74 

J-LEAA-021-72 

AJiiitnii.i[Jii\tf AiliudK'jiinn Bureau DI ihc New York Siaic Dcparinicnt of 
Motor Vchklei" 
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APPENDIX D 

D—Background Material. 
D-1. Library of Congress Congressional Research Service Paper. 
D-2. Memorandum by Irving Slott. 

THE LIBRARY OF CONORESS, 
CONGRESSIONAL RESEARCH SERVICE, 

Washington, D.C., October 16, 1976. 
To: 
From: Education and Public Welfare Division. 
Subject: Federal Crime-Related Research Capabilities, with an Emphasis on 

LEAA's National lastitute of Law Enforcement and Criminal Justice. 
This is in response to your request for information on LEAA's National Institute 

of Law Enforcement and Criminal Justice and related Federal research agencies, 
as background for possible hearings on the organization of Federal anticrime 
research efforts. 

This memo is divided into three major sections, as follows: I. Overview of 
Existing Federal Anticrime Research Agencies; II. LEAA's National Institute of 
Law Enforcement and Criminal Justice; and III. Possible Options for the Congress. 

I. OVERVIEW OF EXISTING FEDERAL ANTICRIME RESEARCH AGENCIES 

At the present time, the Federal research capability in the areas of law enforce- 
ment, crime, and delinquency includes three research institutes within the U.S. 
Department of Justice. These are the National Institute of Law Enforcement 
and Criminal Justice, and the National Institute for Juvenile Justice and Delin- 
quency Prevention, both within the Law Enforcement Assistance Administration 
(LEAA); and the LEAA-funded National Institute of Corrections, within the 
Bureau of Prisons. 

The U.S. Department of Health, Education, and Welfare houses "the first 
program with an exclusive focus on criminal justice," ' the National Institute of 
Mental Health's (NIMH) crime and delinquency research program. The recently 
authorized National Center for the Prevention and Control of Rape is also to be 
located within NIMH. 

These Justice and HEW Department agencies are described briefly below, in 
the chronological order of their formation. 

A. HEW, National Institute of Mental Health, Center for Studies of Crime 
and Delinquency. (Public Health Services Act of 1946, as amended, section 
301(d); 42 U.S.C. 241, 242, 242a). 

Under the general authority of the Public Health Services Act, NIMH conducts 
and sponsors a broad range of behavioral and social science research, including 
research relating to deviant behavior. Projects relating specifically to crime and 
delinquency have been funded by NIMH since the early 1950's. The Center for 
Studies of Crime and Delinquency was formed as an administrative unit with 
its own staff and funds in 1968, and remains in operation today under the authority 
of section 301 of the Public Health Services Act. 

NIMil's Center for Studies of Crime and Delinquency provides grants to 
educational institutions, public and private nonprofit agencies and mental health 
facilities and hospitals to conduct research and demonstration projects relating 
to delinquent and criminal behavior. Fellowships and assistance for training 
programs are also available from the Center. Although the Center i authorized 
to conduct in-house research, it currently does not have the capability to do so 

According to a spoicesman for the Center, it informally coordinates its research 
activities with those of LEAA's National Institute of Law Enforcement and 
Criminal Justice. The emphasis of the latter is on research aimed at improving 
the functioning of the criminal justice .system. The Centt'r focuses its efforts 
primarily on behavioral research related to the prevention and reduction of crime. 

The Chief of NIMH's Center for Studies of Crime and Delinquency is Dr. 
Saleem A. Shah. The Center's approximate budget for fiscal year 1974 follows: 
Research grants (50 grants)     $3,460,000 
Fellowship (17 fellowships)    130,000 
Training grants        .           2,178,000 

1 Daniel U  Skoler,  "New Directions In Federal Aid for Crime and Delinquencr—An 
Analysis," Journal of Urban Law. Winter 1967, P. 262. 
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headed by a Deputy Assistant Administrator of the Office, appointed by the LEAA 
Administrator. The institute's acting chief is John Greacen. 

E. HEW, National Institute of Mental Health, National Center for the Preven- 
tion and Control of Rape (Public Health Service Act, as amended by P.L. 94-63, 
Special Health Revenue Sharing Act of 1975, title II, Part D). 

Legislation enacted on July 29, 1975 included a provision authorizing the estab- 
lishment within NIMH of a National Center for the Prevention and Control of 
Rape. The Center is required to conduct and sponsor research, disseminate in- 
formation, establish an information clearinghouse, and publish training materials 
relevant to the prevention and control of rape and the treatment of rape victims. 
Eligible applicants for research and demonstration grants from the Center include 
community mental health centers and other public and private nonprofit entities. 
Appropriations of $7 million and $10 million were authorized for these purposes, 
for fiscal years 1976 and 1977 respectively. 

The Federal agencies discussed above are exclusively concerned with one or 
more aspects of crime, and in each case the research function is a major part of their 
mission. They do not, of course, account for all anticrime research cuctMitly »inder- 
way by or with the sponsorship of the Federal government. The SpecihUAnalysis 
of the U.S. 1976 budget entitled, "Federal Programs for the Reduction of Crime" ' 
indicates estimated outlays for fiscal year 1976 of more than $110 million for crime 
research and statistics. This total figure is broken down into approximately $37.3 
million for "statistics on crime, criminals, and criminal justice system," and $72.8 
million for "research on criminal behavior and sociology of crime." Both figure are 
close to the estimated outlays of fiscal year 1975 for these functions. 

Major Federal agencies indicated as participating in the crime research and sta- 
tistics functions,with approximate estimated 1976 outlays, follow: the Judiciary 
($3.7 million), Department of Defense—Civil ($20 thousand), HEW ($4.3 million). 
Justice ($98.1 million), Transportation ($3.2 million), and Treasury ($840 thou- 
sand). Examples of specific research and statistics projects currently underway 
include those of the Drug Enforcement Administration (DEA), the Coast Guard, 
the U.S. Postal Service, and the Immigration and Naturalization Service. LEAA's 
total expenditures for fiscal 1976 for research and statistics are estimated at $36.3 
million and $31.3 million, respectively. 

Crime and delinquency research is also being supported by the National Science 
Foundation (NSF) under its general mission to support research and education in 
the sciences. NSF was established by the National Science Foundation Act of 19.50, 
as amended (42 U.S.C. 1861-1879). Re.search grants relating to criminal justice 
and law enforcement are being made by NSF under its Research Applied to Na- 
tional Needs (RANN) program, a.s well as under its Social Sciences Re.search 
Program.' 

II. LEAA'S NATIONAL INSTITUTE OF LAW ENFORCEMENT AND CRIMINAL JUSTICE 

A. The legitlaliie Development of the Institute: A Retrospeclire View 
(1) Background prior to 1968. 
The President's Commission on Law Enforcement and Administration of Justice 

reported that, "as recently as 1965, the Justice Department was the only Cabinet 
department with no share of the roughly $15 billion Federal research and develop- 
ment budget." < This was at a time when, according to the National Science 
Foundation, the Federal government supported nearly two-thirds of all basic and 
applied research carried on in the United States.' 

A survey conducted by the Institute for Defense Analyses of Federal research, 
development, test and "evaluation (RDT&E) programs relating to crime and 
delinquency underway in early 1968 indicated a total Federal expenditure of 
approximately $18.2 million." The principal sources of this funding were a Justice 
Department agency, the Office of Law Enforcement Assistance, which admin- 
istered the Law Enforcement Assistance Act of 1965; and two agencies in the 
Department of Health, Education, and Welfare. These were NIMH's Center for 
the Study of Crime und Delinquency, which remains in operation today; and the 
Office of Juvenile Delinquency and Youth Development, which at that time ad- 
ministered the Juvenile Delinquency and Youth Offenses Control Act. 

»U.S. Offlcp of Management and Budget, "Special Analyses, Budget, of the United States 
Government, 1970", "Special Analysis N." pp. 222-232 (see especially pp. 224-226, p. 230). 

• See U.S. Department of Justice, "Attorney General's Report on Federal Law Enforce- 
ment and Criminal .Justice Assistance Activities," 1975,  pp.  199-202,  for a review of 

NSF's recent activities in this area. 
• "The Challenge of Crime In a Vree Society," February 1967, p. 245 (henceforth cited as 

Challenge). 
» Cited by Skoler, supra note 1. p. 274. 
' Institute for Defense Analyses, "A National Program of Research, Development, Test, 
I Evaluation on Law Enforcement and Criminal Justice," November 1968, p. 63. 
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In its landmark report published in early 1967, the "Challenge of Crime in a 
Free Society," the President's Commission singled out "the need to know" as 
the greatest of the "many needs of law enforcement and the administration of 
criminal justice." Quoting further: "[The] revolution of scientific discovery has 
largely bypassed the problems of crime and delinquency. * * |* There is probably 
no subject of comparable concern to which the Nation is devoting so many 
resources and so much effort with so little knowledge of what it is doing. • * * 
There is virtually no subject connected with crime or criminal justice into which 
further research is unnecessary." ' 

While the Crime Commission was unequivocal in its support for greatly in- 
creased Federal assistance for research, its recommendations for the sti-ucturing 
of this research effort were comple.x and, perhaps because of their complexity, 
were not generally implemented by the LEAA enabling legislation. 

First, the Commission recommended a major Federal anticrime assistance 
program, to be located within the U.S. Department of Justice. Regarding this 
program, they noted: "It is essential that the new Justice Department program 
embody a research component, if it is not simply to perpetuate present failures 
in many areas. This is particularly important at the outset when difficult decision? 
must be made about what meets the standards justifying Federal aid." ' 

Additionally, it was recommended that, "the Federal government should sup- 
port a major science and technology research and development program relating 
to all areas of criminal justice." • The Commission was somewhat enigmatic 
regarding the appropriate agency to administer this program: "The RDT&E 
program would have to be developed in detail by the office administering it. The 
program would have to be housecf in an agency that was sympathetic to research 
and development, and could attract the high-caliber scientific staff needed to 
manage the program." '" 

Additionally, the Commission recommended, "Substantial public and private 
funds should be provided for a number of criminal research institutes in various 
parts of the country." Quoting farther: 

"Some of the institutes might be expansions of existing research centers. They 
should be sufficiently well-financed so they can attract highly qualified persons 
from the social and natural sciences, the law, business administration and psy- 
chiatry, to work together and with criminal justice agencies. . . . While these 
institutes should not be controlled or dominated by the Federal government, 
they could play an important role in providing ideas and data to the Department 
of Justice in connection with State and local aid programs described in chapter 
13, and in evaluating innovative proposals suggested for Federal support. 

"Most of these institutes should be at universities since it seems likely, at least 
in the foreseeable future, that the leading scholars in this field would prefer to 
work in a university setting. ... A university-based institute would be in a favor- 
able position to train the research personnel that criminal justice agencies need 
so badly." " 

The concept and functions of these Federally-assisted private institutes were 
expanded on elsewhere in the report, for example with regards to establishing a 
science and technology program in a research institute: "Probably the most impor- 
tant single mechanism for bringing the resources of science and technology to 
bear on the problems of crime would be the establishment of a major prestigious 
science and technology research program within one of the research institutes. . . . 
The institute and the program must be significant enough to attract the best 
scientists available, and to this end, the director of this institute must himself 
have a background in science and technology or have the respect of scientists. 
Because it would be difficult to attract such a staff into the Federal government, 
the institute should be established by a university, a group of universities, or an 
independent nonprofit organization, and should be within a major metropolitan 
area." " 

' Challenge, p. 273. 
' Ibid., p. 277. 
• Ibid., p. 260. 
"> Ibid., p. 270. 
" Ibid., p. 276. 
«Ibid., p. 271. 
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The Commission's general position regarding the Federal role in research, 
particularly with regard to the Justice Department program and tie private 
institutes, is summarized in part as follows in the Commission's sumn ary of its 
recommended program of Federal support: "The need for research of all kinds 
has been discussed. . . . There should be Federal support for specifi; research 
projects by individual scholars, and by universities or research organirations. In 
many instances such projects should be carried out in conjunction with large 
police departments, correctional institutions, or other operating agencies. In 
addition to such project grants, the Commission believes the Federal government 
should provide support for a number of institutes specifically dedicated to research 
into crime and criminal justice. Such institutes would bring together top scholars 
from the social and natural sciences, law, social work, business administration 
and psychiatry, and would be able to deal with the criminal justice system, from 
prevention to corrections, as a whole. Presumably most of these research institutes 
would be located at universities, although, as noted in chapter 12, one or more 
might be independent. 

"These institutes would serve as the foundation for the other parts of the Federal 
program described here, both in the substance of the research they undertook 
and in the availability of their staff members as top-level consultants." " 

Finally, the Commission recommended the eventual formation of a National 
Foundation for Criminal Research, an independent Federal agency financed, "like 
the National Science Foundation," by annual appropriations from Congress. 
Quoting from the report: "The Commission believes it essential that some national 
body act as a focus for research efforts in the field of crime and its control, stimula- 
ing vitally needed projects, providing more effective communication between 
those doing research, and disseminating what is learned .... In view of the 
enormous increase in research activity and the variety of research organizations 
envisaged in this report, it seems desirable that there be a Federal agency with 
overall responsibility for re.search .... Its independent status would insure its 
freedom from the pressures and immediate needs of any Federal agency respon- 
sible for criminal administration. Such independence would also make it more 
attractive to leading scholars in the field, on whom its success would depend." " 

Because of the ''serious risk of confusion and competition for already scarce 
research personnel," the Commi.ssion suggested that "it might be desirable to 
defer the estalilishment of such a foundation until the proposed new Justice 
Department agency is established." It was suggested further that if that course 
were followed, the development of detailed plans for the establishment of such an 
independent foundation should be one of the Justice Department Agency's 
"early responsibilities." " 

A number of uills were introduced in 1967, during the first session of the 90th 
Congress, to establish a national institute to administer crime-related research 
education, and Federal research and demonstration grant programs. A bill to 
establish a National Institute for Criminal Justice within the U.S. Department of 
Justice was introduced on the Senate side by Senator Edward Kennedy (S. 992), 
and on the House side by Congressman James Scheuer (H.R. .'56.52; see also H.R. 
3998). Approximately 20 similar bills were introduced on the House side during 
1967. Bills were also introduced on the House side to establish a National Science 
and Technology Center for Crime Prevention and Control as an independent 
agency within the Executive Branch of the Federal Government (e.g., H.R. 10113, 
Congressman J. J^dward Roush et al.). 

(2) The Omnibus Crime Control and Safe Streets Act of 1968, title I, Law 
Enforcement Assistance (P.L. 90-351, Act of June 19, 1968; 82 Stat. 197; 42 
U.S.C. 3701 et aeq.) 

The work of the President's Commission on Law Enforcement and Administra- 
tion of Justice, in conjunction with experience gained in administering the relatively 
low-budget Law Enforcement Assistance Act of 196.i, formed the basis for the 
Safe Streets legislation introduced in 1967 at the request of the Johnson Administra- 
tion (H.R. .")037/S. 917). This legislation was enacted with major amendments as 
title I of the Omnibus Crime Control and Safe Streets Act of 1968. Among other 
things, it established the National Institute within the U.S. Department of 
Justice under the general authority of LEAA. 

As originally introduced, the Administration's Safe Streets bill did not provide 
for a National Institute. It contained instead general authority for Federal support 

« Ibid., pp. 287-2S8. 
" Ibltl.. p. 277. 
» Ibid. 
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of crime-related research and development and demonstration projects, similar 
to that contained in the 1905 Act, but on a larger scale; and authorized the Attor- 
ney General himself to conduct research and evaluation studies related to the 
Act. In addition, it authorized the Attorney General to make grants to insti- 
tutions of higher education and other public and private nonprofit organizations 
"to establish national or regional institutes for research and education pertaining 
to the purposes of this Act." 

Senator Edward Kennedy, who had introduced legislation (S. 992, S. 993, 90th 
Congress) establishing a National Institute of Criminal Jiistice and regional 
criminal justice academies, questioned Attorney General Ramsey Clark about 
this latter approach during Senate hearings on the administration bill: 

Senator KENNEDY. NOW, the President's Crime Commission recommended the 
establishment of a national research institute and the development of regional 
research institutes at universities. This has been an area in which I have had some 
interest. I wonder if you could evaluate these recommendations which were made 
by the President's Crime Commission and which the President discus.sed briefly 
in his message to Congress. 

Attorney General CLARK. There has been recurrent interest both in the national 
institute and regional and research centers for a period of time. I think, and I 
should say that title III, and also section 405, I believe, of the act would authorize 
the Justice Department itself to involve the Government in direct research 
programs so that you have the legal basis and the capability there for Federal 
research itself. But I think on the basis of our present learning that flexibility 
will offer the most rewards. We need to know that we are reaching the people 
who have been in the field." 

In response to a letter from the Senate Judiciary Committee Chairman re- 
questing the Departmetit of Justice's view on Senator Kennedy's bill to establish 
a National In.stitute within the Justice Department, the Attorney General 
replied that while the Department supported the purposes of S. 992, it felt that 
the Administration bill, S. 917, "is a far better vehicle through which to support 
them." Quoting from the letter: 

"In particular. Title III of the proposed Safe Streets and Crime Control Act 
of 1967, deals with research, demonstration, and special project efforts. The unit 
administering the Title III program, which authorizes the establishment of 
national or regional institutes for research and education, might well take on the 
character of a national institute or national foundation, but it would, under the 
administrative scheme of S. 917, have the advantage of common over-all direction 
and integrated planning with the broad planning and formula grant assistance 
available under Titles I and II of S. 917. Like S. 992, the Safe Streets and Crime 
Control Act contemplates a Director appointed by the President at an Assistant 
Attorney General compen.sation level." " 

The House substantially altered the Safe Streets proposal during the floor 
debate, most significantly by the adoption of an amendment converting the 
proposed categorical grant program under the direction of the Attorney General 
into a State Ijlock grant program. The House also adopted the amendment 
offered by Congressman Robert McClory, establishing a National Institute of 
Law Enforcement and Criminal Ju.stice W'ithin the Department of Justice. The 
Institute was to be headed by a Director appointed by the President with the 
advice and consent of the Senate, and under the general authority of the Attorney 
General. It was given responsibility for both research and training programs. 

The McClory amendment was agreed to by a teller vote of 101 ayes to 85 noes. 
A.S reported, the House bill had incorporated a provision authorizing the 

Attorney General to make grants for the establishment of "national or regional 
institutes for research, education, and training." This provision, as opposed to 
the McClory amendment, wa.s backed by the floor leader, Judiciary Committee 
Chairman EmanucI Celler, and was generally defended as being more consonant 
with the recommendations of the President's Crime Committee. Those opposed 
to the Institute argued also that it was premature, that it had not been adequately 
considered in hearings, and that it was duplicative of F.B.I, efforts. 

General speaking, proponents of the Institute concept argued that it would 
give direction to the Federal research effort, and simultaneously signal the im- 
portance placed by Congress on criminal justice research—a need which had 
been fully documented by the President's Commission. For example, Congressman 

""Controlling Crime throngb More Elffectlve Law Enforcement," Hearings before the 
Senate Judiciary Subcommittee on Criminal Laws and Procedures, 90th Cong., Ist Sess., 
1967. p. 381. 

" Ibid., p. 104. 
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William Roth stated: " • » • the proposal to establish a National Institute of 
Law Enforcement and Criminal Justice to administer the myriad research and 
demonstration projects to be initiated under title III and give them guidance 
and direction, is worthy of particular note. The precedents for such an institute 
are ample, and have operated with success in the past: witness, for instance, the 
National Institutes of Health and the National Academy of Sciences." " 

It was also argued bj- Congressman Richard Schweiker that the Institute 
complemented "the State-by-State planning approach. For the Institute would 
provide for all the States, those central functions that can best be planned from 
Washington," including "a central research organization." " In a related point. 
Congressman McClory said, "We are seeking, by this amendment, to vest au- 
thority in the institute instead of leaving it to the whim and the sole arbitrary 
discretion of the Attorney General." '• 

The House passed H.R. 5037, as amended, on August 8, 1967, with the amended 
title, the "Law Enforcement and Criminal Justice Act of 1967." In a Congressional 
message on February 7, 19G8, President John.son proposed that his Safe Streets 
bill as originally recommended be amended to, among other things, "Create a 
National Institute of Law Enforcement and Criminal Justice to develop a major 
Federal research program for the application of the most advanced science and 
technology'   to  law  enforcement." " 

The Statutory language in the 1908 Act establishing the Institute comes not 
from the House-pa-ssed amendment, but from the version of the Safe Streets 
legislation reported by the Senate Judiciary Committee on April 29, 1968. This 
language was agreed to by the Senate, and subsequently by the House, without 
further amendment. It differed from the House provision in, among other things, 
establishing the Institute within the Department of Justice under the general 
authority of LEAA, rather than the Attorney General; and in separating out the 
training function. Quoting from the Senate report: "The Institute, which is 
authorized to establish a central research facility to create and develop compre- 
hensive programs to carry out the programs described in this section, would be 
modeled along the lines of the National Institutes of Health and the National 
Academy of Sciences." 

(3) Omnibus Crime Control Act of 1970, title I, the Omnibus Crime Control 
and Safe Streets Act Amendments (P.L. 91-644, Act of Januarv 2, 1971; 84 Stat. 
1880) 

The National Institute of Law Enforcement and Criminal Justice was not an 
important issue during the 1970 debate preceding the enactment in early 1971 of 
legislation reauthorizing the LEAA program through fiscal year 1973. The pro- 
visions of the 1968 Act pertaining to the Institute were not amended by this 
legislation. However, both the Institute's funding levels, which has been cut 
by Congress, and the adequacy of its performance were discussed diu'ing 1970 
hearings on LE.\A. For example, the following exchange took place between 
Senator Edward  Kennedy and Attorney  General John  Mitchell: 

Senator KENNEDY. Could I move to the area of the National Institute of 
Law Enforcement and Criminal Justice, Mr. Attorney General? As I understand, 
you give this National Institute a .sense of priority, and yet we have seen the 
requests actually made by the administration, some $19 million, reduced, JW I 
understand, to $7.5 million allowed to be spent for the Institute because of the 
restrictions placed upon the additional funding for the Institute by a subcom- 
mittee of the Hou.se of Representatives. 

When the legislation was initially passed in 1968, it was felt that the National 
Institute ought to have approximately 10 percent of the funding, and now it is 
down to about 1 percent. I was wondering if you could tell us how significant and 
important this Institute is in terms of what needs to be done in the fight against 
crime. 

Attorney General MITCHELL. Senator, it is very important. As I have said 
back a while ago, our criminal justice system is related to the 18th and 19th 
century, and we must find ways of not doing more of the same, but of doing 
things better and differently. 

'" LEA.\. Index to the Legislative History of the Omnibus Crime Control and Safe Streets 
Act of 11)68, p. 132. 

•» Iblil., p. 81. 
="Ibl(l.. p. l.'tl. 
" "To Insure the Pnbllc Safety," The President's Message to the ConRress on Crime and 

Law Knforcenient, February 7, 1908, Weekly Compilation of Presidential Documents, vol. 
4, Feb. 12. 190S. p. 238. 

« Senate Report No. 1097. 90th Cong., 2d Sess., p. 36. 
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The Institute is an area in which we can make these advancements, as well as 
in the grants that we provide to the States and their localities, which also do 
research and development with the grants. I feel that the Institute can help this 
program and provide the technical leadership that is needed from the Federal 
Government in order to bring the States and the localities along. 

We did request tho.se additional funds, but I must admit that the activities 
of the Institute to date, while they have made reasonable progress, have not been 
outstanding, and I think that we have to develop it further, to bring to bear, 
hopefully, new abilities and techniques if we can find them and to upgrade it as 
fast and a.s quickly as possible." 

(4) Crime Control Act of 1973 (P.L. 93-83, Act of August 6, 1973; 87 Stat. 197) 
The Nixon Administration legislation (S. 1234/H.R. 5013, 93d Cong.) extending 

the authorization of LEAA beyond its expiration date of Juno 30, 1973 would 
have converted the LEAA program into a special revenue .sharing program. Led 
by the House side, the Congress rejected this approach and cho.se to strengthen, 
rather than reduce, the existing Federal controls on LEAA, particularly as they 
pertained to accountability to the Congress, and program evaluation. 

Similarly, the Administration bill would have curtailed the Institute's functions, 
authorizing it only "to encourage research and development to prevent and reduce 
crime and delinquency." The legislation a-s enacted expanded its functions, particu- 
larly with regard to program evaluation. Quoting from the House report: "The 
National Institute of Law Enforcement and Criminal Justice is strengthened, and 
given a major new role in evaluating projects, developing training programs, and 
acting as a clearinghou.se to stimulate re.search and reform. In performing its 
evaluation function, the Institute will find it nece.ssary to evaluate programs or 
projects on the basis of standards. The committee believes that it will l)e useful 
m appropriate cases for the Institute to refer to recommendations of the National 
Advi.sory Commission on Criminal Justice Standards and Goals. The State plans 
themselves must assure that programs and projects funds under the Act maintain 
the data and information necessary to allow the Institute to perform meaningful 
evaluation." " 

More specifically, the 1973 legislation amended the basic Institute statute for 
the first time since its enactment by, among other things, requiring that the chief 
executive officer of the Institute be a Director appointed by the LEAA Ad- 
ministrator; amending its statement of purpose to include information dissemina- 
tion, and a.ssistance in the development and support of training programs; and 
adding new language pertaining to the.se functions. The 1973 Act also expanded 
the Institute's functions to include, "where possible," the evaluation of LEAA- 
sponsored programs and projects; .serving as a national and international clearing- 
house; surveying personnel needs in the field of law enforcement and criminal 
justice; and the submission of annual reports. 

There was some commentary on the concept of the Institute and on its progress 
since 1908 during the course of the floor debates on the 1973 legislation. Congre.ss- 
man Robert McClory, the sponsor of the 1907 Hou.se amendment establishing 
an Institute, summarized what he saw to be the ba.sic purpose of the Institute, as 
follows: 

"The overall concept of the National Institute is that it should be a profe.ssional 
high-level agency or institute for the purpose of giving guidance and direction in 
the overall attack on crime, without, however, endeavoring to provide any kind 
of Federal police force or domination or control of the broad law enforcement and 
criminal justice functions which belong to the State and to the local units 
of governments." " 

Senator Javits commented as follows on the Institute in his floor statement 
introducing the amendment requiring an Institute survey of law enforcement and 
criminal justice manpower needs: "In looking back over the first 5 years of the 
LEAA program, I would mark as one of the great disappointments of the program 
the fact that the Institute for Law Enforcement and Criminal Justice ha.s not 
achieved its original potential. Strong Federal leadership must come from the 
institute if we are to have genuine reform of our criminal justice system." " 

" Feileral Aiifistanre to Law Enforcement, Hearings before the Senate Judiciary Subcom- 
mittee on Criminal Laws and Procedures, 9l8t Congress, 2d Session, 1970, p. 557. 

" House Keport No. 93-249, 9.td Congress, 1st Session, pp. 18-19. 
= I.EAA, Indexed Legislative History of the "Crime Control Act of 1973," p. 87. 
" Ibid., p. 228. 



(5) S. 2212, 94th ConKress, introduced July 29, 1975 by Senator Roman 
Hruska for himself and Senator John McClellan, at the request of the Ford 
Administration.-' 

The Administration-sponsored "Crime Control Act of 1976" woulil, among 
other things, amend the provisions of the LEAA enahling legislation pertaining 
to the National Institute to: (1) change its name to the National Institue of Law 
and Justice, and authorize it to fund projects pertaining to the civil as well as the 
criminal justice system; (2) provide that the Attorney General, rather than the 
LEAA Administrator, would appoint the Director of the Institute; and (3) au- 
thorize the Institute, in addition to its existing duties, to conduct activities re- 
lating to Fetleral law enforcement and criminal justice activities at the Attorney 
General's direction. 

B. Selected Non-Congressional Commentary on the Institute 
(1) Institute for Defense Analyses (IDA), "A National Program of Research, 

Development, Test, and Evaluation in Law Enforcement and Criminal Justice," 
November 1908. 

This report wa.s prepared by I DA under contract to the U.S. Justice Department 
"to structure a research, development, and test and evaluation (RDT&E) pro- 
gram to be undertaken l>y the [LEAA] Institute upon its creation." The report 
outlines in some detail a proposed research program comprising thre<> principal 
parts: (1) an internal program conducted by the Institute Staff; (2) an external 

•grant and contract progiam; and (3) an institutional grant program designed to 
establish new institutions. 

IDA'S comments on the issue of "whether the Institute's internal research and 
external grant imd contract programs . . . should be Integrated or separated 
activities" are of particular interest and are quoted In part below: 

"The integration of activities means that the same staff members will be 
involved In both the progress of In-house Investigations and the review of grant 
and contract proposals. This, it can be argued, will ensure that the Individuals 
most familiar with research needs and problems will be making the management 
decisions in the Institute and Insuring that internal work is coordinated with 
external support. Furthermore, since the quality of the staff Is central to the 
.success of the Institute, a vital internal research program may be a valuable 
device for attracting such a staff to manage the external program part time. If 
the two functions were organizationally separate, then there may even bo some 
question as to the desirability of having an internal research component, given 
the problems in attracting a quality technical staff Into the government, especially 
in the face of the competition generated by the Institute's external program 

"However, experience in other government laboratories (e.g., NIH) has shown 
that it Is usually more effective to separate Internal research from external pro- 
gram management. Conflict of interest often develop.s, for instance, when the 
same individual competes In research with the colleagues whose research he 
funds and evaluates. When time must be split between research and management, 
the time pressures usually require that management take priority, and so the 
research program usually suffers thereby. Some organizations (e.g., the National 
Science Foimdatlon) address this problem by bringing in people who arc normally 
engaged in research for a short tour (say, two years) of program management." 
(pp. 7S-79) 

Regarding the critical i.ssue of Institute staffing, IDA ob.served: "If the right 
people—truly the best In their fields—can be attracted, then the impact on the 
criminal justice system can be profound. If the Institute Is not staffed by these 
top people, then it will surely become just another Federal bureaucracy, dis- 
tributing its funds in an unimaginative and ineffectual manner." (p. 79) 

(2) The Block Grant Programs of the Law Enforcement Assistance Administration 
{Part 2), Hearings before the House Government Operations Subcommittee on 
Legal and Monetary Affairs, 92d Congress, 1st Session, October 1971. 

While the Institute program was not addressed directly bv these hearings, it 
was referred to in passing by Charles Rogovin, a former LE.\A Administrator, 
and by Henry Ruth, a former Director of the Institute. Mr. Rogovin, then the 
President of the privately-funded Police Foundation, stated: 

"The Institute was created to do highly directed, practical research on Important 
i.ssues In the criminal justice system. It wa.s designed to provide policy leadership 
and Innovation to other parts of the program. It does none of this. By this time, 
the Institute should have developed evaluation methods to be used by State 

' Conerosslonal Record, July 29, 197S : 814087-814090. 
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planning agencies, and by LEAA itself. It has not, and so there is no evaluation 
of anybody's efforts—at the State, local, or Federal levels. 

"The Institute should have been measuring progress in achieving the goals of 
LEAA, and helping to set new ones. It should have been gathering more and 
current data on criminal justice in the Nation. Doesn't it seem significant to you 
that nearly every time you hear a statistic quoted about criminal justice in the 
Nation, it is a statistic from the midsixties? 'That is l)ccausc all of us continue to 
rely on the information developed by the Crime Commission. Virtually all of 
our knowledge about our own field is 4 years out of date." (p. 4()()) 

Mr. Ruth testified before the Subcommittee in his capacity as director of the 
New York City Criminal Justice Coordinating Council. In response to a question 
about the role of the Institute, Mr. Ruth stated, "In research it has to be privately 
lja.sed although publicly funded." He elat)oratcd on this point as follows: "1 do 
not think there is the kind of free thinking and flow of ideas in Government- 
confined research. I cannot think of any really successful breakthrough re.search 
project that occurred on a public basis without going out to the private arena 
or creating private laboratories the way NASA did. The prior history of research 
demonstrates the need for a privately based concept. Otherwise, I am fearful that 
even $21 million, which I believe the Institute received this year, cannot really 
produce any major breakthroughs which will carry thinking beyond where a lot 
of the people in the field already are, with some exceptions, unless they take their 
$2! million and pick out three or four things that they really want to discover 
or find out about and put all that money into those three or four things * • • 
But it is hard to get people to agree on those kinds of research priorities." (p. 506) 

(3) U.S. General Accounting Office, "Progress in Determining .\pproaches 
Which Work in the Criminal Justice System" (B-I71019), October 21, 1974. 

During 1974, GAO is,sued several reports address d to wha GAO sees as the 
need for LEAA to develop better means of evaluating the results of the programs 
it sponsors. The first of the.se reports, published in Alarch, 1974, sta'ed, "LEAA 
and the States have established no standaids or criteria by wh ch some indication 
of sue CSS or failure of similar projects can be determined." *' The report indicated 
that, under the mandate of the 1973 amendments, the Institute wjis developing a 
separate evaluation unit. 

The subsequent GAO report cited above addre.ssed the pa.st and future role 
of the Institute in program evaluati<m in more detail: 

"Within LEAA, the National Institute, even though granted broad authority 
by the 1968 act to do evaluations, had accomplished very little in evaluating the 
outcome of projects funded under the block grant program through either in-house 
re.search or grants. Further, the National Institute had provided the States little 
specific guidance on how to do outcome evaluations or how to u.se them to improve 
their programs. 

"The Crime Control Act of 1973—by assigning LE.\A's Nat^mal Institute and 
the States specific responsibilities for evaluation—should provide the impetus for 
increased evaluation. The act gives LEAA's National Institute both the re- 
spon.sibility and authority to direct and coordinate the Nation's efforts in deter- 
mining what works in the criminal justice system. Research background informa- 
tion gathered, evaluation problems defined in previous Institute efforts, and the 
information di.s.semination system developed should provide a firm foundation to 
begin meeting these responsibilities, (p. 31) 

Evaluation activities of the Institute are discu.s,sed in this report on pp. 19-25, 
in a chapter entitled, "Few Outcome Evaluations by LEAA's National Institute." 

(4) Lawyers' Committee for Civil Rights Under Law, Law Disorder III, 1973. 
Law and Disorder III is the third in a series of examinations of the LEAA pro- 

grams under the general direction of Sarah Carey. Like its predeccs.sors, it is 
generally critical of most aspects of LEAA. 

The report contains a thorough and highly critical review of the Institute as of 
early 1972. "The Institute has not perforrned its intended mission. Not only has 
re-earch output been limited, but few of its meager findings have been made 
available to the public or to criminal justice officials. It has operated in almost total 
isolation from the rest of LEAA progranmiing, with no formal mechanisms for 
using its re.search product to provide guidance for the discretionary and block grant 
deci.sion-making process. Neither local criminal justice agencies nor local govern- 
ment officials look to it for leadership." (p. 17). 

"GAO. ••nifflcultles of Assessing Results of Law Enforcement Assistance Administration 
Projects to Reduce Crime." p. 1. 
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It is noted further that "the Institute did not lack models of comprehensive 
grant review and evaluation procedures"—specifically, the National Institutes 
of Health (NIH). Quoting from the report, "according to a former NIH official, 
even though the NIH procedures were reviewed in detail with LEAA staff mem tiers 
a decision apparently was made not to follow the NIH model." (p. 17) 

The outlook for the Institute's future was seen as being potentially relatively 
brighter because of its increased funding, internal reorganization, and apparent 
strong leadership under Martin Danzinger, of whom it was said, "for the first 
time the man in charge of the Institute . . . has the confidence of the LEAA 
administrator." (p. 20) Quoting from the conclusions and recommendations: 

"Whether the Institute will begin to play an effective role in shaping and pro- 
viding l)ackgfound data for LEAA action programs is still not clear. That depends 
on its ability or willingness to address the lia-sic functional problems of the criminal 
justice system, on its success in relating to other parts of the LEAA program and 
on the commitment of the top LEAA leadership to giving the Institute a central 
role. 

"The National Institute has had little or no effect on the distril)ution of LEAA 
action grants. Much of its research has dealt with problems of peripheral signifi- 
cance to reform of the criminal justice system and what research it has completed 
has not been distributed or acted upon. 

"The role of the Institute should be enlarged so that the Institute can lead the 
way toward refocusing the entire LEAA program on reform efforts rather than on 
equipment and personnel increases. Institute research should as.sess the basic 
functions of the criminal justice system and study the most effective ways for 
redesigning them." (p. 21) 

The discu.ssion of the Institute concludes with the observation that it is possible 
that an entirely new structure is needed, such as the National Institute of Justice, 
patterned after NIH, proposed by Chief Justice Warren E. Burger in a speech to 
the American Law Institute on May 16, 1972.^' Quoting further, "Regardless of 
the final form selected, it is clear that a high-level research capability is needed 
and that it-: results must be closely related to federal funding in the anti-crime 
area." (p. 22) 

(5) Justice Department internal task force review of LEAA, 1975. 
According to the National Journal, an unpublished internal Justice Depart- 

ment task force report recommended that the national institute be "independent 
of the Department of Justice's policy interests in research and development and 
operate with autonomy similar to that of the National Science Foundation," and 
that its director be appointed for a six-year term.'" The National Journal reported, 
apparently on the basis of the Administration bill (S. 2212), that "while President 
Ford rejected making the institute independent of the Justice Department, he 
favored designating the Attorney General, rather than the LEAA administrator, 
as the official authorized to appoint the director."" 

C. Organizalion and Expendilures of the Institute (fiscal year 1974) 
According to the First Annual Report of the National Institute of Law Enforce- 

ment and Criminal Justice, Fiscal Year 1974, the Institute had a total staff of 75, 
organized into four major offices: Office of the Director, Office of Research Pro- 
grams, Office of Evaluation, and Office of Technology 'Transfer. An organization 
chart from the report is reproduced here as Figure 1. 

The Institute's total budget for fiscal year 1974 was $45 million, of which 
$40.1 million was an appropriation, and the remainder came from LEAA training 

" lyeglslntlon to create a National Institute of Justice was Introcliiced as S. 1422 during 
the i»3r<l Congress by Senator Hubert Humphrey for hlnmelf and 12 cosponsors; see Con- 
Kresslonal Record, March 29, 1973. pp. 10207-10210. 

» Richard E. Cohen, "Justice Report/Renewal of LEAA likely despite doubts on crime 
impact," National Journal, Sept. 20, 1975. p. 1334. 

»Ibid. 
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FIGURE 1 
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and technical assistance monies. The distribution of these funds by program area 
is shown in Table 1 below: 

TABLE 1—DISTRIBUTION OF NATIONAL INSTITUTE PBOGIIAM FUNDS FISCAL YEAH 19741 

ILittMl by proiram area) 

PTDirani ana Oollan        Pwcaatxi 

Community crima pravantion  (3,413,160 10.7 
Juvanila dalrnquancy  1,707,761 5.2 
Mica  1,914,»I5 5.« 
CMrti  2.061.266 6.3 
Cofradioot  2.547,019 7.2 
AdvanMd technolo«y ,  1,621,084 26.5 
Education and manpowar „  1,274,550 3.9 
Evaluation   4,414.005 13.6 
Viiitinj fellowi  262.850 .« 
Tachnology transter  >6,355,884 19.5 

"TOUI      32,642,401 100.0 

• Not indudini Pait Throufh Awardi ((7,100,000 to tha Drug Enforcamant Administration and J1.225,S00 to th« LEAA 
pilot cities program) or purchase orders. 

< This figure includes {4,544,988 in training and technical assistance funds. 

Source: LEAA, 1 annual report of the National Institute, fiscal year 1974, p. 50. 

According to the opening statement by Institute Director Gerald Caplan in 
the 1975 program plan: "Particular emphasis in the current year is l)cing given 
to programs to promote better treatment of the average citizen—the consumer 
of criminal justice (services. Another priority is evaluation, designed to mea-'sure the 
effectiveness of a wide range of criminal justice programs." •• 

HI.   OPTIONS   FOR  THE  CONORF.BS 

Possible options for the Congress for reorganizing the Federal anticrime 
research effort are discussed briefly below. 

(1) Do nothing. 
In favor of this approach, it can be argued that the present Federal anti- 

crime research structure represents the will of Congress, as eml)odied in recently 
enacted legislation dating principally from lOfi.S (a<i amended in 1973) to 197.5. 
For example, had Congress wished to combine the research institutes relating to 
juvenile justice, corrections, and rape within LEAA's National Institute, pre- 
sumably it would have done so in 1974 and 1975 when it enacted the legislation 
creating them. 

On the other hand, it can be argued that the Congress's motives in creating 
the disparate research institutes and centers have been largely political, reflecting 
its desire to do something about such matters of public concern as prisons, rape, 
and juvenile delinquency, all areas where the Federal jurisdiction is essentially 
very limited. Congress could perhaps be convinced that its piecemeal approach 
has been ultimately self-defeating in terms of the effectiveness of the total Federal 
anticrime research effort if, in fact, this can be shown to be the case. 

(2) Consolidate Justice Department and HEW Department research activities 
in single research agencies within the respective Departments. 

The arguments for and against this approach include the reverse of the pro 
and con arguments for the "do nothing" approach (as do the arguments for all the 
remaining options). That is, had Congress wished to consolidate the various 
research centers and institutes on an intradepartmental basis, it had the oppor- 
tunity to do so in the recently enacted legislation creating them. Conversely, an 
argument in favor of such an approach would appear to depend on a demonstra- 
tion that consolidating the various intradepartmental agencies would produce a 
more effective research effort. 

It can also be argued in opposition to this approach that it is a half-way measure 
that would ultimately accomplish little that could not be accomplished by im- 
proving internal departmental coordination. On the other hand, it can be argued 
that the various anticrime research institutes and centers are currently located 
in the appropriate departments, and that it is at this sub-department level that 
reorganization should take place. 

A recent suggestion that LEAA be converted into a "think tank" represents 
one pcssible version of this approach, as it applies to the Justice Department. 

"• LEAA, National Institute, "Program Plan for 1975," p. 1. 
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The suggestion was made by Sarah Carey, the project director for the Law and 
Disorder studies. Quoting from the National Journal: 

"Carey said in an interview that LEAA should be primarily a research, think- 
tank operation. If the grant program is continued, she said, it should be on a 
revenue sharing basis without tihe LEAA bureaucracy and state plan review 
process. 

"Richard Nathan of Brookings said he was "intrigued" by the idea of making 
LEAA primarily a research operation to concentrate on new techniques in crime 
reduction. Two persons who have worked closely with the program but who did 
not want to be identified agreed with Carey that LEAA should concentrate on 
research rather than grant making." 

(3) Divide anticrimc research activities among established Federal research 
agencies, such as the National Institute of Mental Health and the National Science 
Foundation. 

In opposition to this approach, it can lie argued that the major research efforts 
should be directly coordinated with the major Federal anticrime a.ssistance effort, 
i.e., LEAA, so they may benefit from each other. In favor of it, it can be argued 
that the existing research agencies have done a creditable job of administering 
research programs over the years, whereas LEAA's Institute has yet to prove 
itself capable of doing so. 

(4) Organize all crime-related research activities within an independent Federal 
agency in the executive branch. 

The argument in opposition to option No. 3, relating to the desirability of co- 
ordinating Federal anticrime research and assistance efforts, app ies equally 
as an argument against this option. It might also be noted that legislation em- 
bodying this approach introduced in 1967 received virtually no attention from the 
Congress. 

The case for an independent Federal research agency was argued by the Presi- 
dent's Commission for Law Enforcement and Administration of Justice in its 
1967 report: 

". . . it seems desirable that there should be a Federa' agency with overall 
responsibility for research. .   .   . 

Willie there are some obvious advantagf-s to having this agency in the Depart- 
ment of Justice, the Commission believes that the long-range goal should be to 
establish an independent agency—a National Foundation for Criminal Research. 
Like the National Science Foundation, it should be financed by an annual appro- 
priation from Congres'. Its independent status would insure its freedom from the 
pressures and immediate needs of any Federal agency responsibility for criminal 
administration. Such independence would also make it more attractive to leading 
scholars in the field, on whom its success would depend." " 

However, the President's Commission followed tnis recommendation with the 
following observation which, it can be argued, remains relevant today: "It is es- 
sential that the new Justice Department program embody a major research 
component, if it is not simply to perpetuate present failures in many areas. This is 
particularly important at the outs t when difficult decisions must be made about 
what meets the standards justifying Federal aid." " 

JOYCE VIALBT. 

[Note to file] 
APRIL 22, 1977 

PROGRAM  DEVELOPMENT AND  EVALUATION STAFF,  OFFICE OF  REGIONAL 
OPF.RATIONS 

April 21 discussion with House Subcommittee on Domestic and International 
Scientific Planning, Analysis and Cooperative (DISPAC) staff. 

As scheduled (see memo of April 20, 1977), I met with four staff members of the 
DISPAC Subcommittee to discuss NILECJ. 

The Committee staff had not indicated specific areas of interest, but during the 
discussion asked que.stions regarding some and omitted other major areas, in- 
cluding evaluation, 402 training, clearinghouse activities, and international 
concerns. For the most part interest in program areas was non-specific. I empha- 
sized at the outset that I was presenting a personal viewpoint. The following 
describes the questions and subjects discussed to the extent that I remember them. 

» Op. clt., p. 1336. 
«Ibid. 
• Ibid. 
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Question. Could NILECJ operate more effectively indep)endent of LEAA, and 
at least with the Director authorized to spend funds without having to obtain the 
approval of the Administrator? 

Answer. I responded that it would be a grievous error to separate NILECJ 
from LEAA: that if this were done, .(1) LEAA would lose important bases for 
developing innovative programs, (2) LEAA would possibly begin a duplicative 
RDT&E effort, (3) NILECJ priorities would not be influenced positively by the 
direct contacts that LEAA has with states and communities, and (4) NitECJ 
products would have difficulty progressing through the natural program develop- 
ment process to implementation. On the other hand if independent, NILECJ 
might reap the advantage of being allowed to do important long-term R&D 
without the pressure to satisfy immediate practical needs placed on them bv 
LEAA. 

Question. Haven't the short and indeterminate terms of NILECJ Directors been 
disruptive to its efforts? 

Answer. I responded that this question is a result of the history of the Justice 
Department and LEAA of the last eight years, rather than of NILECJ. If there 
will be a stable leadership in LEAA, a similar stability could be expected in 
NILECJ. Even more disruptive was the fact that the last Administrator was the 
first one that was powerless on taking office to remove the NILECJ Director and 
substitute one of his own choice, a confrontation that exacerbated the normal 
problems. 

Question. Has there been too much emphasis placed on hardware? 
Answer. On the contrary, hardware has been deemphasized since mid-1971. 

Three points are important to remember in considering this issue: 
1. Criminal justice agencies are labor intensive and most have had more diffi- 

culty acquiring local funding for so-called hardware systems than for personnel. 
Since block grant funds can be spent easily for hardware, that is often the use that 
is made of them. Expenditure of block grant funds is most difficult for LEAA to 
control, as contrasted to discretionary funds such as those of NILECJ. The 
result of criticism (correctly or incorrectly) of LEAA for spending money on 
hardware has been internal pressure and criticism of the NILECJ hardware 
RDT&E program. 

2. There is a real need for hardware systems RDT&E. The program could be 
improved through more knowledge and understanding of such systems by LEAA 
management. 

3. Despite management problems from above since 1971, this area has produced 
the most obvious and measurable achievements of NILCEJ. 

Question. Which program areas should receive more attention by NILECJ? 
Answer. I suggested they review the annual plans of NILECJ beginning in 

fiscal year 1970. Crimes and criminal justice operations are accorded different 
priorities by every individual. Some of the priorities for K&D that were con- 
sidered important in 1969 continue to be important today; these include stranger- 
to-stranger crime and burglary among the crimes, and court delay, patrol opera- 
tions, rehabilitation and measures of criminal justice effectiveness among the 
criminal justice operational i-ssues. Today, however, narcotics, civil disordei?, 
and organized crime are of less concern, along with improved equipment, com- 
munications, offender identification, personnel development, and criminal law 
revision among the systems improvements. Some major share, 75-80 percent of 
the NILECJ resources, should be focused on about six high priority programs 
selected because of a combination of importance and ripeness for effective action; 
this approach would assure adequate resources and attention. However, the 
remaining resources should be divided among the other significant problems 
of crime and criminal justice for three reasons: 

1. As described above, what is least important today will become more so 
tomorrow. LEAA should always be in a position of knowledge and development 
in any significant crime or criminal justice problem area. 

2. All R&D requires a development process and should not be launched by a 
major effort started in one year with the hope of producing products in two to 
three years. R&D is a slow process, with many failures, and requires a longer 
commitment than the term of office of any individual Administrator or Director. 

3. Program importance .should not always be measured by the quantity of 
resources applied; important things can be achieved with few resources and con- 
versely less significant achievements sometimes require great resources. The 
cost-benefit calculation is to compare the cost of the R&D with the benefit of the 
successful development, rather than the cost of the R&D for one program com- 
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petitively with the importance of R&D in another program. The best cost-benefit 
ratio should receive the investments. 

Offhand, in addition to the stabilization of attention to hardware system 
RDT&E, I would reintroduce research in criminal codes and procedures; too 
often these are antiquated or have been developed in haste and have not benefited 
by evaluation. 

Queslion. Is it correct to say as we have already been told that the level of 
management and researchers is low, that this may be the most important factor 
in success or failure, and that no capable researcher would come to NILECJ 
today? (This was asked in a series of questions.) 

Answer. I cannot a.s.sess the current level of personnel. There are good people 
in NILECJ and there are many with whom I am unfamiliar. This is a terribly 
important factor. I have always believed that NILECJ management should 
have a mix of outstanding criminal justice leadership and competent research 
managers, with the Director as preeminent among the former and his deputy 
from the latter. Although it may be true that a criminologist of the stature of 
Marvin Wolfgang would not take any job with NILECJ, his position is secure 
and NILECJ is different from anything he has done, it is unquestionably possible 
to bring highly capable persons to NILECJ today and any time, provided that 
the office and division heads are respected and capable. Persons of this type 
have been available but not .selected in the past; some of those who left NILECJ 
are of that type. One respected leader in a program area will attract capable educated 
younger persons to NILECJ just as university departments are revitalized by 
one capable head. Furthermore, it is critical that each program manager aspire 
to become the national authority in that program area. To achieve this tney 
cannot be treated a-s fungible commodities. 

The above are the important issues and questions that were discu.ssed and 
summarizes my responses. At the end of the discussion, which lasted one and 
a half hours, they indicated (1) that they may wish me to return, and (2) that 
public hearings may be held in the week of May 23. 

IRVINO SLOTT, Director. 

APPENDIX E 

E-1. Letter from the National Academy of Sciences. 

NATioNAt RESEARCH COUNCII-, 
ASSEMBLY OF BEHAVIORAL AND SOCIAL SCIENCES, 

Washington, D.C., September S, 1977. 
HON. JOHN CONTERS, 
Chairman, SubcommiUee on Crime, CommiUee on the Judiciary, 
Washington, D.C. 

DEAR Mr. CONYERS: AS you know, the Committee on Research on Law En- 
forcement and Criminal Ju.stice of the National Academy of Sciences was invited 
to testify on June 23rd at joint hearings of the Subcommittee on Crime of the 
House Committee on the Judiciary and the Subcommittee on Domestic and 
International Scientific Planning, Analysis and Cooperation, of the House Com- 
mittee on Science and Technology. The .subject of the hearings was the federal 
role in crime research, and this Committee was invited to testify because it had 
recently completed an evaluation of the National Institute of Law Enforcement 
and Criminal Justice. As the discussion developed during our testimony we were 
asked if we could provide information about some NILECJ projects that the Com- 
mittee judged to have been good. In response to that request, I have selected 
several NILECJ projects that Committee evaluators thought had been rea.sonably 
well done and that illustrate the kinds of efforts that the Committee believes are 
worth pursuing as part of a federally funded program of criminal justice R and D. 
Thase projects are listed and briefly described below. 

Since our knowledge of these projects is limited to what wa.s available in the 
Institute's files during our review process (January 1 to June 30, 1976), we can 
only provide limited information about them. I am sure that the Institute would 
be happy to answer any further questions you might have or provide you with 
more extensive information than we possess. We would also like to point out that 
the Committee reviewed NILECJ projects as one basis for evaluating NILECJ's 
research program and that this review was undertaken for the purpose of that 
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general evaluation and not for the purpose of assessing individual projects: 
that is, we did not assess individual projects with a view toward understanding 
their individual merits but only with a view toward understanding the more 
general research effort of the whole NILECJ. Therefore, our project review was 
not done at the level of detail that would be required in order to assess thoroughly 
all the individual projects in themselves. In short, the Committee wishes to 
make it clear that the intent of its project review was to generate information 
on an aggregate basis rather than a project by project basis. Nevertheless some 
projects caught the eye of one or more of our evaluators as appearing to have 
been worthwhile eflforts. I will illustrate a few of these for you below. 
Conference on prison homosexualily 

Nl-71-074. 
Grantee: The Pennsylvania Prison Society. 
Award: $4,642. 
Principal Investigator: G. R. Bacon. 

This project illustrates how a small-scale effort can develop into a highly 
useful contribution to practitioners in the criminal justice field. The award 
financed a national conference on the problems of sexual adjustment in prisons 
and eventually a monograph entitled Homosexuality in Prisons". The mono- 
graph has been disseminated through GPO (65^), which has now sold over 10,000 
copies. This extensive distribution is an impressive measure of the project's 
utility. 
The feasibility of guidelines for sentencing 

71-N1-99-054 
Grantee: Criminal Justice Research Center, Inc. 
Award: $348,302 (multiyear). 
Principal Investigator: Leslie T. Wilkins. 

This project is a good illustration of the kind of contribution that sound re- 
search can make toward solving particular problems of the criminal justice 
system. One major problem has been disparties in sentencing practices that 
arise in part because there are few constraints on judicial discretion, and in 
part because there has never been a means of systematizing information about 
sentencing practices across judges and jurisdictions. The feasibility phase of 
this project developed such a means which was then used to delineate a set of 
standard criteria for determining appropriate sentences. The researchers worked 
closely with some judges who were testing the procedures as they were being 
developed. It is our understanding that the guidelines and accompanying ad- 
justment procedures are now being tested in four pilot jurisdictions located 
in Chicago, Denver, Phoenix and Newark. We also understand that Department 
of Justice officials relied heavily upon the findings and recommendations from 
this project when formulating their own recommendations on reform of sentencing 
practices in the federal courts. 
Development of an evaluation plan for the status offender program 

75-N1-99-092. 
Grantee: Social Science Research Institute. 
Award: $57,455. 
Principal Investigator: Solomon Kobrin. 

This project is important because it provides a design for evaluation that can 
be built into a program from its earliest planning stages. Not only was the litera- 
ture review and other work well done, but we also understand that it provided the 
core design for a number of status offender programs that have since been funded 
out of LEAA's Office of Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention. 
National criminal justice reference service 

J-LEAA-010-75. 
Grantee: General Electric Co. 
Award: $3,481,000 (multiyear). 
Principal Investigator: Joseph G. Cady. 

This is a very large and complicated project which we bring to your attention 
because the service it provides to criminal justice practitioners, researchers, and 
teachers is an important contribution. The Reference Service sends out, free of 
charge to anyone on its mailing list, bi-monthly listings of reports, books, con- 
ferences, etc. in the field of criminal justice, including information on how to obtain 
the materials. We have no basis for making a judgment on the general level of 
performance of the contractor on this project, but in our discussions with SPA 
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staff in various states the Reference Service was invariably mentioned as one of 
LEAA's most useful contributions. 
Community based responses to criminal justice needs—Research agreements program 

75-N1-99-130 
Grantee: Northwestern University. 
Award: $600,000 (multiyear). 
Principal Investigator: Louis Masotti. 

This project was aUo in its proposal stage when it was reviewed so we do not 
know how well it has proceeded. The proposal was interesting for two reasons: 
First, because of the significance of the problem addressed, but also because this 
is an attempt to mobilize researchers from a variety of disciplinary perspectives 
to focus on the same problem. If the group at Northwestern succeeds this will be 
an important step toward developing a sophisticated research community in the 
field of criminal justice. The several research designs contained in the proposal 
are focused on the relationship between public attitudes toward different levels and 
types of crime and the effectiveness of both public and private responses. For 
example, can neighborhoods develop informal group controls that will significantly 
decrease the incidence of property crime? And how can people be mobilized to 
involve themselves in such efforts? The scope of the proposal is broad, including 
data collection on public attitudes, on public responses to media coverage of crime 
and on community crime prevention techniques. 
Studies of the habitual criminal offender—Research agreements program 

75-N 1-99-095 
Grantee: The Rand Corporation. 
Award: $592,830.(multiyear). 
Principal Investigator: Peter W. Greenwood. 

We reviewed this project in its proposal stage so we have no information about 
how well it has been implemented. The proposal, however, was very good. This is 
one of four projects in NILECJ's Research Agreements Program under which an 
institution is awarded funds to develop an interdisciplinary team approach to 
research on a particular problem—in this case, the habitual criminal offender. The 
Rand team is a good one and their proposal contained several sound research 
designs for data collection and analysis on different aspects of the problem. The 
initial task is to develop methodologies for collecting reliable data on the criminal 
careers of habitual offenders—who have, in most cases, eluded arrest for the great 
majority of their offenses. This is a very complex research problem that needs to 
be solved in order to provide a basis for more effective law enforcement policies. 

We trust that these descriptions will be useful to you. The Institute will be able 
to provide further information. 

Sincerely, 
Susan O. White, 

Study Director. 
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